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Abstract

Despite being located within a relatively close geographic area, the Anishinaabeg of the
eastern Great Lakes basin had different experiences of, and responses to, attempted and
actual dispossession between 1820 and 1865. This research explores these experiences
and the exercise of colonial power through the dispossession of six groups: the Lake Erie
Anishinaabeg, the Walpole Anishinaabeg, the “American” Anishinaabeg who migrated
into Upper Canada and Canada West, the Chippewa of Lakes Huron, Couchiching, and
Simcoe, the Potaganasee Ojibwa of Drummond Island, and the Manitoulin Anishinaabeg.
While eight themes weave their way through the cases, every case of attempted or actual
dispossession involved a unique combination of themes, which demonstrates that
dispossession was complex. Distilled from these eight themes, the three primary factors
in dispossession were people, proximity, and pressure, which confirms that dispossession
was complicated. Every attempt at dispossession was not successful but attempts often
were repeated, which suggests that, while dispossession was not inevitable, colonization
was inexorable. Iterative and cyclical attempts to dispossess indicate that dispossession
was a process, not an event. The originality of the work is that it analyzes the
dispossessions of six Anishinaabe groups using empirical data. The primary contribution
of the work is synthesizing the differences and similarities among these Anishinaabe
groups’ dispossession experiences. The significance of the work is that it advances our
knowledge of specific examples of dispossession and of the relationship between these
local instances of dispossession and broader aspects of colonialism and colonization. The
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findings challenge monolithic models of colonialism, and complicate ideas about
colonization through emphasizing the particularities of time and place. This work
illustrates the complexity of colonialism and connects colonial theories and colonialism
in practice, confirming the value of engaging multiple colonial and post-colonial theories
in order to increase our comprehension of colonial dispossession and the exercise of
colonial power. The case studies illustrate one or more of these theories in sometimes
surprising ways. In light of the contemporary observation that we are all “treaty people,”
this work is a reminder that treaty-making or treaty promises were not the significant
story in dispossession, but rather it was whether promises were honoured or disregarded.
The aftermath of a real or imagined treaty best describes the Indigenous-settler
relationship.

Word count: 368

Keywords:
Anishinaabeg | Anishinaabe islands | Anishinaabe dispossession | Potaganasee Ojibwa |
Chippewa of Lakes Huron, Couchiching, and Simcoe | Native Americans | “American”
Anishinaabeg | British colonialism in Upper Canada and Canada West | Indigenoussettler relations | land tenure in Upper Canada and Canada West | nineteenth-century
Ontario history | migration and mobility in the eastern Great Lakes basin | constructive
surrender | structural impoverishment
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Chapter 1. Introduction to the Differing Factors in the Dispossessions of
Studied Anishinaabe Groups, 1820-1865

Scholars have carried out extensive research into land surrenders, surveying, and
settlement in what is now Ontario. However, detailed analysis of dispossessions of the
Anishinaabe groups in the eastern Great Lakes basin remains underrepresented in the
literature. Through a set of six case studies, this work explores the themes in, and the
factors that differentiated, Anishinaabe groups’ experiences of dispossession despite their
location within a relatively small geographical region during a fifty-year period. The
case studies highlight the distinctiveness of dispossession for every one of the groups
studied. Collectively, the case studies demonstrate that, while every incident of actual or
attempted dispossession was unique, all of them were part of a larger colonial process.
The objective of this process was to acquire as much Indigenous land as possible and to
erase evidence of Indigenous occupancy as much as possible. This work identifies and
explores the key themes that differentiated the separate dispossessions and the factors that
suggested a collective colonial context, which have largely gone unrecognized previously
for these Anishinaabe groups. Each of the case studies reveals one or more themes,
which in turn inform the three primary factors identified overall in Anishinaabe
dispossession: people, proximity, and pressure.
The circumstances under which the Anishinaabeg were dispossessed varied.
Some Anishinaabe groups were dispossessed more than once. While one of the
Anishinaabe groups experienced attempted dispossession and subsequent repossession of
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Walpole Island, most of the Anishinaabe groups experienced at least one actual
dispossession. All of these groups, however, had different experiences of, and responses
to, dispossession. As circumstances changed, the mechanisms and technologies of
dispossession varied. It is important to consider what unique factors or combination of
factors accounted for these dissimilarities in their lived histories. Accordingly, this
research explores the factors that accounted for the dissimilarities in experiences of, and
responses to, dispossession between and within six Anishinaabe groups (all of which
were members of the Council of Three Fires or the Three Fires Confederacy
organizations) that were located within a relatively close geographic area and timeframe.
In doing so, anomalies in colonial practices are revealed. Various themes emerge from
the unique combinations of factors contributing to the dispossessions.
My primary research question is: What factors accounted for the differences and
similarities in experiences of, and responses to, dispossession between and within six
Anishinaabe groups that were located within a relatively close geographic area from 1820
to 1865 in present-day Ontario? To answer this question, my specific research objective
was to use a case study approach to compare and contrast the themes and factors involved
in the differing dispossession experiences of studied Anishinaabe groups in the Great
Lakes basin during much of the nineteenth century. In addition, objectives that were
foundational but less central to my case studies were:
1.

To locate the Anishinaabeg in place and explore the spiritual connectedness of
Anishinaabe beliefs.

2.

To examine the theoretical foundations of Anishinaabe and British belief systems
and worldviews, especially respecting place and land.
2
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3.

To examine the manifestations of Anishinaabe and British worldviews in practice,
especially respecting land.

Consistent with, for example, Usher (2003),1 it is argued that dispossession was complex.
Attempted control of Indigenous peoples’ land, emplacement, and mobility equated to
socio-spatial control. The area and people to be controlled are described next.
Locating the Anishinaabe Groups
This study focuses on six Anishinaabe groups from the eastern Great Lakes basin.
A map of the study area is provided next (see Figure 1).

3
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Figure 1: Study Area

These groups were identified through exploring archival sources and verifying
that the documentary material was sufficiently rich to provide evidence to build
arguments. Moreover, although these groups are flash points, they have been
comparatively under-researched in comparison, for example, to the northern Ojibwa and
Métis involved in the Mica Bay uprising or to the “Ojibwe” (primarily Mississauga and
Saugeen Anishinaabe groups) of southern Ontario.2 The eastern Great Lakes basin was
home to the Walpole Anishinaabeg, the Lake Erie Anishinaabeg, the “American”
Anishinaabe groups from the United States, the Chippewa of Lakes Huron, Couchiching,
and Simcoe, the Potaganasee Ojibwa from Drummond Island, and the Manitoulin
Anishinaabeg. The upper northwest corner of the study area is located at Drummond
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Island, between Lake Huron and Georgian Bay slightly to the east of the upper peninsula
of Michigan. Part of the shore of Lake Potagannissing on the north side of Drummond
Island was called Potaganeses.3 The Ojibwa group centred at Potaganeses was called
Potaganasee (or Potaganeses, after the place).4 The Potaganasee Ojibwa were centred on
Drummond Island and fished and hunted there and in the surrounding waters until 1828.
The “Chippewa” were located to the south and west. The term “Chippewa” was
mistakenly used by colonial officials to refer to a number of diverse Anishinaabe groups
that occupied the land north of Lakes Ontario and Erie. For example, a map by surveyor
William Chewitt, dated September 10, 1794, labelled the entire area north of Dundas
Street as being occupied by “Chippewa Indians.”5 Other settlers equally erroneously
referred to all of these groups as “Mississauga.” The traditional lands and hunting
grounds of the Chippewa of Lake Huron and Lake Simcoe were located in the Georgian
Bay islands, near the north end of the Holland River, in what is now Innisfil Township,
and beyond Lake Simcoe to Muskoka, as far as Collin's Inlet on the northeastern shore of
Georgian Bay and extending across the height of land that runs southeast from the east
end of Lake Nipissing6 to the Ottawa River. Their territory also extended northward
along the shore of the Georgian Bay from Moose Deer Point, north to the French River,
and possibly as far west as the Spanish River.7 The southern boundary of their territory
was the northern boundary of the hunting grounds of the Mississauga, another
Anishinaabe group that lived along the north shore of Lake Ontario. The area labelled
“Chippeway Hunting Grounds” on an 1818 map confirmed the vast extent of the hunting
grounds of the Chippewa of Lake Huron and Lake Simcoe and those of the northern
Ojibwa.8
5
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To the southwest of the territory of the Chippewa of Lakes Huron, Couchiching,
and Simcoe were the Walpole Anishinaabeg, who occupied the land and waterways
between Lake Huron and the River St. Clair, including St. Clair Island and Walpole
Island. A 1725 map of New France shows a Chippewa village on the east side of the St.
Clair River where subsequently the Sarnia Reserve was located following the surrender
of the Huron Tract under Treaty 29.9 An early French map shows the central area of the
Chippewa of Lake Huron and River St. Clair.10 To the south and west of the territory of
the Walpole Anishinaabeg, were the Lake Erie Anishinaabeg, who occupied the land and
waterways near Lake Erie and the Detroit River, including Bois Blanc Island in the
mouth of the River Detroit and Point Pelée in Lake Erie. The upper northwest corner of
the study area is located at Great Manitoulin Island, which is situated to the east of
Drummond Island. All of the study area is located within Anishinaabewaki, the
Anishinaabe homeland that included the area acknowledged by the Royal Proclamation
of 1763 to be “Indian Territory.”11 The methodological approaches and the methods used
to explore this topic are discussed next.
Research Design
This study is a systematic inquiry into the dispossession experiences of studied
Anishinaabe groups more than one hundred years ago in the Great Lakes basin. Details
of the research design are presented in this section, beginning with the relationship of the
core components of research design: tradition, paradigm, methodology, and methods.
Different paradigms are associated with the positivist and post-positivist traditions. Since
this study concerns Indigenous peoples’ experiences, and since those experiences clearly
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demonstrate there was no one (western) Truth “out there” awaiting discovery using the
scientific method, the post-positivist tradition is appropriate. This study draws on two
post-positivistic paradigms, interpretivist/constructivist and transformative. The
interpretivist/ constructivist paradigm supports the use of qualitative methods, notably
textual analysis of the documentary record, including the archives. The transformative
paradigm also supports the use of qualitative methods, particularly as they serve to
describe the contextual and historical factors related to oppression, the reduced social,
economic, and political power and access to privilege12 that is relevant to the
dispossession of Indigenous peoples in Upper Canada.13 By drawing on these two
paradigms, the research could use traditional documentary sources to explore the
historical reality of social and spatial injustice.14 Recognition of the latter point is
important because the documentary record was largely created and maintained by the
colonizing, non-Indigenous people.
Research paradigms are attended by methodologies. A research methodology can
be considered as being the strategy used to explore the research question and objectives.
Methodology is philosophical, while method is technical.15 This study’s post-positivistic
research16 engages two methodologies, interpretive (humanistic) and critical.17 The
intentions are to increase our understanding of dispossessions and to disrupt conventional
Canadian beliefs in the universality and comforting fixity of Indigenous peoples’ reemplacement, that is, their being re-established on automatically created and permanent
reserves and their not being rendered placeless. In order to recognize both the larger
socio-political constraints (discourses) and the agency of individuals and groups18
engaging two methodologies is appropriate. Borrowed from philosophy. four axioms
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(types of principles) differentiate research methodologies: epistemology, ontology, logic,
and axiology (values).19 For this study, the epistemological axioms are that more than
one truth and many ways of knowing exist, agreed-upon knowledge varies across
cultures, and knowledge includes perspectives and reflects the invisible structures of
power at a specific time and place. The ontological axioms are that reality can be
subjective (individual) or it can result from peoples’ interactions, and that, given the
ability and opportunity, human beings are able to act. The logical axioms are that logic is
inductive and thus data collection precedes theorizing, and that logic involves revealing
power relationships. The axiological axioms are that values exist and are important, and
that “normal” values, beliefs, and perceptions should be examined to reveal power
relationships. This study is qualitative as it seeks to increase understanding of Indigenous
peoples’ experiences rather than to quantify them.
As noted, the research methodology determines the methods that are appropriate
to be used. For historical geographical research, the participants are present only in the
documentary record. Accordingly, textual analysis, discourse analysis, and case studies
are appropriate methods to use. Textual analysis, discourse analysis, and case studies are
suitable methods for seeking theory and patterns, while discourse analysis and case
studies are suitable methods for seeking meanings and interpretations.20 While both
interpretivism and case studies have been positivistically criticized for not being
generalisable to the entire population, generalization is not a goal of the case studies in
this research. Instead, interpreting the factors involved in differing experiences between
and within groups illustrates those experiences and illuminates the situations, thereby
stimulating reflection on other cases rather than requiring a case be representative of
8
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every Indigenous group in southern Ontario. Stake (1978) argued that when a case study
was epistemologically consonant with a reader's perceptions, the reader might decide to
generalize from that case to a similar case.21 Rather than being a “formalistic”
generalisation then, in such a naturalistic generalisation, the reader rather than the
researcher does the generalizing.22 The cases analyzed in this work reflect specific events
that happened to specific groups. As noted, some might argue that the case studies have
no value beyond the information they present because they are specific and thus are not
generalizable. This argument dates back at least to the Romans. And yet, as Chamberlin
(2003) argued, both the particular and the universal are important and so both can and
should be considered.23 Instead of being in opposition, for example, they could be
considered to be nested or to each contain aspects of the other. Accordingly, despite the
criticism of case studies, this is an appropriate method for this research.
The study has involved taking a critical view of the largely colonial documentary
record. For example, it was useful to view the narratives as conveying more information
than straightforward communication, for example, of instructions and actions between
colonial superiors and subordinates. That is, the narratives should be considered to be
discourses. Discourse has been defined as:
A specific form of language use shaped and determined by situational rules and
context. Discourse can be thought of as the performance of language, but even
this is too limiting because the concept is used in place of language precisely as a
way of encompassing the extra-linguistic dimension of all forms of
communication. In critical theory, it is Michel Foucault who has done the most to
develop this concept. In his work, discourse is expanded to include the operation
of power: Foucault asks who has the right to use a particular discourse, what
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benefits accrue to them for using it, how is its usage policed, and where does it
derive its authority from?24

This definition made explicit that discourse reflects the relationship between language
and power. Multiple power relationships existed in nineteenth-century Ontario. For
example, the Indigenous groups had power structures of their own that predated the
arrival of the competing European and American powers. In British North America,
power relationships existed between the Imperial and the colonial governments, and
between the colonial government and the Indian Department, which alternated between
military and civil control.25 Because of the bureaucratic hierarchy of the Indian
Department, which derived from the military chain of command, the superiors had power
over their subordinates. As archival scholars Schwartz and Cook (2002) have argued,
“[p]ower recognized becomes power that can be questioned, made accountable, and
opened to transparent dialogue and enriched understanding.”26 Through its control of
Indigenous groups’ finances supported by the ever-present threat of military reprisal, the
Indian Department was able to exercise power over Indigenous groups. Power was the
thread that connected these relationships.
Given the various Imperial, colonial, and local agendas in Upper Canada and later
Canada West, a number of “competing and contradictory discourses”27 existed. With
respect to this work, the colonial discourses include the narrative themes repeated for
various purposes by the Imperial and colonial governments, the colonial government
departments, especially the Indian Department, and the non-Indigenous settlers of various
social stations. As early as 1770, British politician and author Edmund Burke linked
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Britain's economic prosperity with the acquisition of other people's lands when he wrote
about “[o]ur growth by colonization and by conquest.”28 Accordingly, the term
“colonization” was a colonial discourse. In fact, the repeated narrative themes from the
language of the colonizers comprise quite an extensive list, including, for example,
“civilization,” “development,” “waste lands,” and “progress.” Underlying many colonial
discourses is the “traditional hierarchical relationship between centre and periphery.”29
This marginalizing pattern repeated from its beginning in Imperial officials in Britain to
Upper Canada, to its devolution over time to colonial officials in Upper Canadian towns,
to Indigenous peoples in rural and remote locations, including reserves.
The term colonial discourse analysis refers to the critical analysis of colonial
discourse. Likely the criticism was prompted, at least in part, by growing recognition of
the consistently poor outcomes for colonized peoples and benefits accruing to the
colonizing countries. One of the founders of colonial discourse analysis was Edward
Said (1978/2003). Said set out the scope of what he termed “Orientalism,” described
Orientalist “structures and restructures,” and argued that although Orientalism may have
begun with Napoleon’s entry into Egypt, it had not ended in the past. Said defined
Orientalism as “a way of coming to terms with the Orient that is based on the Orient's
special place in European western experience.”30 Although Said's argument was set in
the Middle East (not in the “Far East” as the term Orientalism might have suggested), this
concept is relevant to this study because it illustrates the extent of British representations
of the Indigenous peoples and framing of Indigenous peoples’ land in British North
America. To paraphrase Said, the British representations/framings applied in British
North America was “a way of coming to terms with the Natives and their lands that was
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based on ‘unsettled’ lands’ special place in British experience.”31 Said argued that
Orientalism was created by westerners for western consumption.32 Accordingly, the
internal consistency of Orientalism and its idea of the “Orient” were important, and the
correspondence with the “real” Orient was immaterial. Said also provided the concept of
the “Other,”33 that is, those peoples who are not “us,” but who helped “us” define
ourselves when we focussed on their differences and deficits as “we” perceived them.
Similarly, “othering” was the act of creating the “Other.” Othering appears most clearly
in the experiences of the “American” Anishinaabe peoples, which are examined in the
second case study (see Chapter 6). Collectively, othering, representation, and framing
provided rationales that legitimized and justified acquiring Indigenous land and
displacing the Indigenous peoples who occupied it with British settlers and settlers of
British descent and loyalty.
Once colonies had been “granted independence” in the twentieth century (which
did not mean that the Indigenous peoples regained their lands), the term “postcolonial”
came into use. The term postcolonial is a contested term, perhaps in part because of the
enduring impacts of colonial rule and also because of questions concerning whether
colonization ever ended despite the colonizing countries withdrawing their military and
bureaucratic personnel. Postcolonialism's meanings range from “after-colonialism” or
“after-independence,” to a concern with agency, resistance, hybridity, and discourse, to
an approach to criticizing the material and discursive legacies of colonialism.34
Postcolonialism has been criticized for a number of reasons, including its perceived
failure to address issues associated with resource allocation, poverty, and class.35 Despite
these criticisms, and also despite the fact that the colonizers never left and the Indigenous
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peoples never regained their traditional or adopted lands, postcolonialism is useful
because, in addition to colonial discourse analysis, postcolonial theory disrupts the
“normalcy” and presumptive authority of the largely colonial records that were consulted
for this study. As Roy (2009) argued, “[p]ostcolonialism, of course, is more than the
study of colonial and after-colonial societies. It is above all a critical theory of
subjectivity and power.”36 These theories are useful to understand what helped create the
specific local conditions associated with the dispossessions analyzed in the case studies.
Although colonialism was not hegemonic, Indigenous groups were widely diverse, and
local conditions varied, the relationships between colonized and colonizer always were
unequal and the colonizers usually foregrounded themselves at the expense of the
Indigenous peoples. While not all colonial discourses were negative about Indigenous
peoples, “anti-colonial” discourses never disrupted colonial discourses sufficiently to
return nationhood and land to Indigenous peoples. Loss of place became permanent.
Research Methods
The research that informs this work was done within the discipline of historical
geography. Historical geography is well suited for this research because, as Wilson
(2009) noted, historical geography is
interested in how humans organize the space around them and in human
movement within that space. [This] work is particularly useful in providing an
understanding of early settlement patterns and government land policy that shaped
the spatial relationship[s] of early settlement.37
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Researching these spatial relationships involved close reading of archival material and
published primary materials that were contemporary to events discussed and other
sources, such as memorials and testimony, which were retrospective in nature, to trace
Indigenous peoples’ experiences of physical removal from one place to another. Because
the archives are largely populated by records created by and for settlers, finding sources
that were authored by Indigenous peoples or that expressed their opinions is challenging.
A limited number of Indigenous voices are quoted only because few are available in the
colonial archive and none of the members of the studied groups was a published author.
Moreover, while some Indigenous authors did, however, publish books and go on
speaking tours, their audiences largely were European and American.38 Archival records
have provided data relevant to tracing the impact of evolving colonial policy on
Indigenous peoples’ relationships to the land and the attempted and actual dispossession
of Indigenous peoples from their land.
The records created by and about the staff of the Indian Department illuminated
the dynamic treatment of Indigenous peoples. Their treatment changed over time as
evidenced by changes in how land “surrenders” were obtained, in how Indigenous
peoples were called to and from war, in how land was or was not reserved for Indigenous
peoples’ use, in the regard with which Indigenous groups were held, and in the position
of “Indian” agents, who, as superintendents, vacillated between supporting and denying
the rights and claims of the Indigenous peoples for whose interests they were responsible.
The research draws on multiple sources, including recorded oral evidence, such as
testimony concerning traditional land use by Anishinaabeg (primarily Chippewa) people,
and colonial records concerning, for example, township surveys, improvement funds,
14
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waste lands, and colonization roads. In addition to (usually handwritten) texts, such as
diaries and official correspondence, other primary sources included visual texts, such as
maps, sketches, paintings, and blueprints, that were created at the time. Given a situation
similar to that of Nelles’s (1974) concerning natural resource development, I also report
that
The relative scarcity of secondary literature on this subject [Anishinaabe
dispossession from 1820-1865] has necessitated the combining of topical and
narrative forms of organization. Because the economic and political history of
[many of the Indigenous people] of the province remains so largely unwritten, I
have found it necessary to supplement the analysis of my themes with a certain
amount of background material.39

As Clarke (2010) argued in the context of his study of Essex County in the southwestern
part of the study area,
If philosophically flexibility is possible, methodologically it is not, at least in this
instance. Historical geography, long concerned with learned discussions of
appropriate methodological approaches to problems, has come to accept that data
availability often dictates methodological approach. In the final analysis, one
does what one can rather than what one might like to in an ideal situation.40

McCalla (1993) confirmed that “Inevitably, the character of the evidence affects the
texture of the narrative.”41 Moreover, the character of the researcher affects the narrative
as well, for all cases likely are “made up of a hundred others,”42 from which only one has
been chosen.
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The evidence gathered was informed by aspects of the concept of place. All of
the studied groups were members of the Anishinaabeg, the meanings of which include
“the people.”43 The Ottawa, Potawatomi, Ojibwa, Chippewa, and Algonquin were all
Algonquian speakers; in fact, the people of these Nations all spoke the same Algonquian
language, Anishinaabemowin.44 Collectively, their territory or homelands in the Great
Lakes basin was known as Anishinaabewaki.45 Some eighteenth and nineteenth century
terminology, especially terms used to “other,” dispossess, and otherwise oppress people
of Indigenous and mixed (Indigenous and settler) heritage, is offensive and, as a result,
has fallen into disuse. In the interests of historical accuracy and for the purposes of
analysis, however, original language is retained in direct quotations.
Doing Archival Research
Archival research may have chosen me. I grew up in an area with a rich
Indigenous history (Wendat/Wyandot (Huron) and Chippewa) but where the Indigenous
people were located firmly in the distant past and recalled only in business names and
tourist appeals. The Wendat/Wyandot (Huron) had been displaced by a temporary
Iroquois expansion, and the land use by the subsequent occupants, the Chippewa of
Lakes Huron, Couchiching, and Simcoe, had been erased. And yet, the arrowheads that
were picked up on a nearly daily basis on the former “Bell’s farm” near my parents’
home were a frequent reminder that neither the Bell family nor mine was the first family
to live in those parts.
I conducted research into Indigenous people’s dispossession in Upper Canada
(and, later, Canada West) between 1820 and 1865. I started my research in December
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2013 at the former Baldwin Room at the Toronto Reference Library. There I read the
diary of Alexander McDonell [Macdonell] who had accompanied John Graves Simcoe on
his 1793 trip to Matchedash Bay, encountering several of Chippewa of Lake Simcoe
Chief Joseph Snake’s sub-chiefs on the way. I transcribed the diary of T. H. [Titus
Hibbert] Ware (1844),46 whose words I found convincing having personally experienced
the difference between winters in Barrie and Toronto. I also found Indian Department
Superintendent Captain T. G. Anderson's diary for the fall of 1849, which recounted his
“journey to settle the Indian land claim[s] on Lake Huron and Superior.”47 The next year,
William Benjamin Robinson, the younger brother of Chief Justice John Beverley
Robinson,48 visited the same areas to obtain signatures for land surrenders that came to be
known as the Robinson Huron and Robinson Superior treaties. These treaties are also
notable in that the subsequent numbered treaties to the north and west of present-day
Canada are thought to have been modelled on them.49 Subsequently, at the new Marilyn
and Charles Baillie Special Collections Centre (formerly the Baldwin Room) at the
Toronto Reference Library, I explored boxed files of records, in particular the Samuel
Peters Jarvis and the William Dummer Powell collections.
In August of 2014, I continued my research at the Archives of the Roman
Catholic Archdiocese of Toronto (ARCAT). There, as I had at the Baldwin Room, I
conducted subject searches of their collection index by people and place names. During
one such subject search, I found a report of Chippewa of Lake Huron Chief John
Aisance's renunciation of Methodism and conversion to Roman Catholicism at Coldwater
on September 30, 1832. I also found a poignant, almost confessional, letter from Chief
Aisance to Alexander Macdonell, Roman Catholic Bishop of York (Toronto) written on
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July 2, 1833. The tone of the letter, which discusses Chief Aisance's reasons for wanting
to leave Coldwater, is frank and personal, not at all in the vein of the “fictive kin”
narrative that is present in many (translated) letters, petitions, and speeches between
Indigenous peoples and “Our Great Father,”50 some of the language of which may have
been appended by colonial officials to suit their own ends.51
Next, I went to the Archives of Ontario, where I spent more than two years
conducting research. I began by reading records of the Indian Department (RG 10). The
Archives of Ontario has a partial set of RG 10, which is a Library and Archives Canada
collection. Initially, I took a “top-down” approach, working my way through the records
of the Office of the Chief Superintendent of the Indian Department before reading the
records of the local officials. The work with the microfilm required attention to detail.
By and large, RG 10 is organized chronologically and so I had to scan every image in
sequence and try to decipher the handwriting to assess every individual record for its
relevance to my research.
On January 2, 2015 (I was the first researcher to arrive at the Archives of Ontario
in 2015 after being the last researcher to leave in 2014), I resumed working through LAC
microfilm reel C-13,624. Once I finished reviewing Vol. 798, I came to Vol. 799, Indian
Affairs, Indian Land Records, Indian Department, Miscellaneous, Indian Land Records,
1854-1892, in which I came across the Memorial of McCormick Family, Point au Pelée
Island, dated August 22, 1865, to His Excellency the Right Honourable Charles Stanley,
Viscount Monck, the Governor General in Council.52 I wrote in my notebook, “great
summary of history & land law in U.C.” It was not immediately apparent to me that the
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Memorial was more than a history lesson, but instead it was a case of dispossession that
bore study.
As time passed and the microfilm seemed slow to yield its treasures, I despaired
of finding any data, so I switched to boxed files from the Archives of Ontario’s
collection. A search identified, i.a., Finding Aid #F 775, Miscellaneous Collection
Inventory. I immediately thought of my mother's (and my) kitchen drawer that was (and
is) the recipient of all and sundry that was without a specified home but which clearly
might have a use in the future, however infrequent that use might be. I thought perhaps a
"Miscellaneous" collection might be a good place to look for a case, a place that had not
already been thoroughly mined by scholars.
In June of 2015, I was sitting in the Archives of Ontario Reading Room reading
documents from boxed files (after months of making no headway in the microfilmed
records with my first set of research questions), when the light dawned that a case study
had presented itself to me. Archives of Ontario Fonds F479, the McCormick Family
Fonds, included sketches of Pelée Island, a transcribed copy of William McCormick's
will, and a copy of a newspaper article by Raymond Knister that pointed to, and turned
out to have borrowed heavily from, the brief book about Pelée Island by Thaddeus Smith
(1899).53 A later discovery on an Archives of Ontario microfilm reel of a letter dated
June 15, 1869, at Pelée Island, from W. [?] B. McCormick to the Commissioner of
Agriculture and Public Works for Ontario in Toronto seeking immigrants to work as farm
labourers (married men with small families of “not more than two or three children”) and
domestic servants,54 reinforced to me the sense of ownership and entitlement to privilege
that the entire McCormick family demonstrated as evidenced by the family members’
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attitude to the Island despite it never having been ceded. For the first time in my
research, I realized that I had come across an actual case of dispossession to study. Since
I continued to be intrigued by the serial relocations of the Chippewa of Lakes Huron,
Couchiching, and Simcoe,55 the cases now numbered two.
On April 28, 2016, when I was studying part of the Donald B. Smith collection at
the Pratt Library of the University of Victoria College in Toronto, I encountered a
reference to Delâge and Tanner's (1994) work that had been based on the recently
translated original work in French of Jesuit missionary P. Chazelle.56 I was surprised that
I had not run across this source before. Finally, I concluded my research at the Toronto
Star Reading Room at the Toronto Reference Library, at the United Church of Canada
Archives, and at the Thomas Fisher Rare Book Library and the Media Commons at the
University of Toronto. Over time, the number of case studies had grown from two to six,
which had resulted from serendipity and iterative reflection, rather than pre-selection.
With respect to my research process, depending on how relevant a record was judged, I
would take note of its contents, capture a .pdf file of the image, or print a copy of the
image. I kept citations and references for the records in my notebook as I worked.
Records that were relevant to an Anishinaabe group’s dispossession were used as
evidence in the case studies, documenting the chronological events that led up to the
actual or attempted dispossession. Identifying the archival sources likely would have
been easier had I found James Morrison’s (1979-1980) helpful article, Archives and
Native Claims,57 several years earlier than I did.
This archival research project confirmed many of the challenges identified for
historical geography by Baker (1997).58 First, the archives were set up by, and for,
20

DIFFERING FACTORS IN DISPOSSESSIONS, 1820-1865
settlers. Second, the records were created at a time when destruction by fire and mice,
and loss through warfare, were common. Third, the documentary record was further
depleted by the loss of parts of conversations, when the inquiry or the response could be
missing. Also contributing to this situation was the apparent confusion between what
constituted public and private records. Colonial officials sometimes took “their” records
with them when they returned to England after being posted in Upper Canada. Despite
these limitations, however, the archives and materials published contemporary to the
events contain useful evidence concerning colonial dispossession. In the absence of
archives created by Indigenous peoples, a top-down approach was necessary. While not
ignoring Indigenous peoples’ responses or voices, I needed to rely on the only records
available to me: colonial archives. Accordingly, this research is solely based on the
archival record and aimed at understanding dispossession despite (or as assisted by)
colonial processes that often were diverse, haphazard, and contradictory. This
unpredictability caused greater precarity and instability for the Anishinaabeg.
Notwithstanding this, the violence of the archives must be acknowledged.
Violence in the Archives
While being limited to archival records and popular literature contemporary to the
events, as an historical researcher, I acknowledge the forms of violence of the archives
and how, as a historical geographer, doing archival research is a violent act. From
Griffiths’s (2012) discussion of Heidegger’s concept of dwelling, not acknowledging that
would disregard that
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The act of writing and creating a [case study] distils a particular experience of
reality, while at the same time covering over other possibilities which are not
expressed.59

At least two forms of violence exist in the archives: silence and not-silence, in this case,
through the act of writing.
The Violence of Silence
The first form of violence in the archives to be analyzed is silence, notably with
respect to children and non-white, non-European, non-Indigenous settlers. While some
mention is made of female settlers’ immigration motivations and post-emigration lives
and of female authors such as Susannah Moodie and Mrs. Anna Jameson, women are not
well represented in this work. This is not a choice but rather a reflection of the archival
records that were consulted. There is little mention of women in the records of the Indian
Department, which may reflect the gendered nature of nineteenth-century Upper
Canadian society and the military-bureaucratic structure of the Indian Department.
Even less present in the archives than women are children and non-white, nonEuropean, non-Indigenous settlers. As a result, they too are largely absent in this
analysis. One might assume from the documentation that young children played little or
no role in immigration decisions, however, whether they had been born or were just
imagined, children frequently figured largely in immigration decision making.
Anishinaabe decision-making always weighed the impacts on past, present, and future
generations, hence the legacies children would inherit implicitly informed many
decisions about mobility and relocation. With respect to Seven Generations teachings,
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Anishinaabe legal scholar John Borrows has written, “Decisions about the future are not
supposed to occur without taking them into account.”60 For non-Indigenous people, less
has been written concerning how children’s opinions figured in immigrant family
decisions about coming to North America from Europe or elsewhere, although the
wishful thinking about wanting a “better life” almost surely included considerations of
expanded opportunities for one’s offspring.
Beyond the absence of women and children in the colonial archives, members of
marginalized groups who were not part of the dominant society likewise rarely appear in
surviving textual sources. While most did not hold the positions of power that would
have documented their presence in the archival records, non-white, non-European, nonIndigenous settlers had complicated backgrounds and hybrid identities
Early America was far more ethnically and racially complex than we have been
taught. Some whites were not northern European, some blacks were not subSaharan African, and some Indians and some mulattos were not Indians and
mulattos... We Melungeons [Appalachian people of mixed European, African, and
Native American heritage] and, indeed, other mixed groups have irrefutable ties
not only to northern Europe, sub-Saharan Africa, and early America, but also to
the eastern Mediterranean, southern Europe, northern African, and central Asia.61

In the nineteenth century in Canada, some of the non-white and non-European
non-Indigenous settlers in Upper Canada and later Canada West were people of African
descent. The first person of African descent is believed to have arrived in 1608, when an
African man named Mathieu de Coste was engaged by the governor of Acadia to serve as
a Mi’kmaq interpreter.62 Although some people of African descent came from the
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Caribbean, Europe, and Africa, many emigrated from the United States, notably as
temporary or permanent refugees from the War of 1812, as freedmen, as slaves, or as
escaped slaves Some United Empire Loyalists brought enslaved people of African
descent with them from the U.S.,63 however, slave owning was not limited to nonIndigenous setters from the U.S. Not only did members of the colonial elite, such as
William Jarvis (father of Samuel Peters Jarvis, eventually the Chief Superintendent of
Indian Affairs64) and Peter Robinson (brother of John Beverley Robinson, eventually the
Chief Justice of Upper Canada65) hold black slaves, but so too did men such as Joseph
Brant, the principal chief of the Six Nations.66
Slavery was eliminated gradually in Upper Canada. First, the importation of
slaves into the colony was banned and the children of slaves that were born in the colony
were freed at the age of twenty-five by a colonial act, the Upper Canada Act of 1793.67
After outlawing the slave trade in 1807,68 in 1833 the British parliament passed An Act
for the Abolition of Slavery Throughout the British Colonies; For Promoting the Industry
of the Manumitted Slaves; And for Compensating the Persons Hitherto Entitled to the
Services of Such Slaves, which abolished slavery throughout the British empire as of
August 1834.69
Canada West was one of the two major destinations for immigrants of African
descent (whether freed or escaped slaves). Some crossed the Detroit and St. Clair Rivers
and Lake Erie in boats of varying sizes to land on places including the “Detroit frontier,”
Point Pelée, and Long Point.70 Some black immigrants settled in places within the study
area, including the Essex Peninsula and along the north shore of Lake Erie, as well as in
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Oro Township on the west side of Lake Simcoe in Simcoe County, and along the
Penetanguishene Road.71
Slaves comprised another category of invisible people within the colonial archive.
Slavery was common in Canada as the practice occurred in many Indigenous groups.72
As historian Trudel (2013/1960) pointed out, slavery was common among Indigenous
groups in present-day Ontario and Quebec.73 By most accounts, the Pawnees, whose
traditional lands were located in present-day Nebraska and Kansas in the United States,
were central to the Indigenous slave trade in New France and in some other European
colonies in North America.74 Mi’kmaw scholar Lawrence (2016) confirmed that
Some historians [have] identified the primary slaves in Canada as the Pawnees,
for whom the generic name Panis began to be used for most Indigenous slaves.
However, the Pawnees may have actually been among the most important early
suppliers of Indigenous slaves to the colonists.75

Slaves, whether of African or Indigenous descent, are another example of the silent and
absent presence in the archives, and thus, in the historical narrative as created by many
scholars. These and other silences highlight the dichotomy of the archives between what
is revealed and what is concealed. The violence inherent in this lies in scholars’
replication of these erasures and perpetuation of the silences about the diversity of
historical society in the place through their reliance upon these kinds of sources. While
silence, that is, the lack of representation in the archives, is a form of violence, as is
discussed next, giving an account of what is revealed as well as that which is revealed
can also be violent.
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The Violence of Writing
The second form of violence in the archives is not-silence, which in this case
involves both the records that were written and writing about the records. The archives
are problematic, since without the archival records researchers would have very little to
go on. As American philosopher and cultural critic Santayana (1921) argued
[T]here can be no serious history until there are archives and preserved records,
[…] Archives and records, moreover, do not absolve a speculative historian from
paying the same toll to the dramatic unities and making the same concessions to
the laws of perspective which, in the absence of documents, turn tradition so soon
into epic poetry. The principle that elicits histories out of records is the same that
breeds legends out of remembered events. In both cases the facts are
automatically foreshortened and made to cluster, as it were providentially, about a
chosen interest. The historian's politics, philosophy, or romantic imagination
furnishes a vital nucleus for reflection. All that falls within that particular vortex
is included in the mental picture, the rest is passed over and tends to drop out of
sight. It is not possible to say, nor to think, everything at once; and the private
interest which guides a man in selecting his materials imposes itself inevitably on
the events he relates and especially on their grouping and significance.76

Santayana (1921) summarized the paradox in his argument, asserting that “[h]istory is
always written wrong, and so always needs to be rewritten.”77
In his four-point typology of dispossession, historical geographer Harris (2004)
pointed to the relationship between dispossession and the cultural discourse that firstly,
located civilization and savagery apart from the dominant society; and secondly,
identified the land uses associated with Indigenous and Settler societies which, in such
discourses, legitimated and morally justified the dispossession of the latter, the
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Indigenous peoples.78 Much of the cultural discourse is expressed in the colonial
archives. The act of writing these records reified Imperial and colonial actions and
inactions. While sometimes recording the promises made to Indigenous peoples, the
authors seldom if ever criticized themselves for failing to honour those promises or to
uphold the terms of the treaties, presumably preferring sins of omission over sins of
admission.
The very form of the academic undertaking such as a doctoral dissertation can
likewise be seen to reproduce the violence of the colonial archive. Although the goal is
to create new knowledge, doctoral research must not only be located within the landscape
of existing academic scholarship (most of which is non-Indigenous and non-Indigenist)
but it also must be evidence-informed. By necessity then, original historical research
must unearth evidence from the archival records, weigh the evidence as “facts,” and
interpret that evidence. These acts of reading, evaluating, and writing can be seen as a
violent continuation of the colonial project. Moreover, the dissertation form itself
requires a linearity, which likely does not reflect Anishinaabe views of time and space,79
and reflects a structure constrained by the rules of English composition and grammar.
That said, it should be pointed out that colonialism did not end in the nineteenth century,
instead it is ongoing. While it is rooted in the colonial archive, this work seeks to disrupt
the prevailing discourse that emerged in colonial times and continues in contemporary
times. Further to Santayana’s (1921) argument that history is always written wrong so it
must always be rewritten, we need to turn over traditional history, which, even for gifted
scholars, has often overlooked any sort of Indigenous presence.
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In contemporary public and scholarly discourse, there are four main paths of
reasoning (or non-reasoning) concerning colonialism: indifference, blame, resurgence,
and reconciliation. Indifference to the damage wrought by colonialism on Indigenous
people, which is ongoing, may have effectively been nurtured in the school systems in
Canada by “cultivating ignorance” of colonial issues in the population.80 Blame, which
has been described as blaming the victim,81 takes many forms, for example, criticizing
Indigenous people for their poverty in disregard of the structuralization of poverty by
settlers. Blaming the victims of colonization, perhaps because of their rejection of the
“tides” of progress and benevolence inherent in colonial projects, is at least as old as the
settlement of Upper Canada, is also ongoing. Resurgence refers to Indigenous people
returning to their roots and refocusing on the continuity of Indigenous thought and ways,
allowing them to flourish separately from the culture of the dominant society. 82 In
practice, resurgence would mean the restoration of Indigenous autonomy—a true
decolonizing that only comes with self-determination. Reconciliation focusses on the
Indigenous-settler relationship and on redressing the errors in settlers’ prevailing master
narratives. Precisely because this work located and interpreted archival records in order
to reconstruct and analyze Indigenous dispossessions, it can thus contribute to
reconciliation. The 1996 Royal Commission on Aboriginal Peoples called for
reconciliation and implied that truth-telling would contribute to reconciliation:
The Ghosts of History [...]
In our report, we examine that history in some detail, for its ghosts haunt us still.
The ghosts take the form of dishonoured treaties, theft of Aboriginal lands,
suppression of Aboriginal cultures, abduction of Aboriginal children,
impoverishment and disempowerment of Aboriginal peoples. Yet at the
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beginning, no one could have predicted these results, for the theme of early
relations was, for the most part, co-operation.83

Dispossession involved taking land and instituting what I have termed the structural
impoverishment of Indigenous peoples. Furthermore, my work also directly responds to
Calls to Action 62, 63, and 86, of the 2015 Report of the Truth and Reconciliation
Commission of Canada.84 Calls to Action 62 and 63 demand better informed primary
and secondary school education concerning Indigenous history, while Call to Action 86
demands journalism program and media school students in particular be educated
concerning Indigenous history.85 To this list, I would add library, archives, and museum
studies schools. While writing the stories of dispossession may be still be a violent act, it
may simultaneously serve to disrupt the ongoing violence of colonialism. Then, the
question to be considered is: Is silence more violent in its perpetuation of colonialism
than writing? This raises another question: who should write? Writing and drawing upon
the colonial archive is limited by the silences it perpetuates, but there are other
Indigenous voices who might better speak of this history than what a doctoral candidate
might offer up in her dissertation. Situated within western knowledge systems and
academic approaches, I cannot, as Maori theorist Linda Tuhiwai Smith puts it, “re-right”
history by “re-writing” history in the way that Indigenized scholars and community-based
historians are able and should evaluate colonialism.86
Learning Justifies Risks of Archival Work
Despite the violence of conducting and writing up archival research, and the
challenges and risks of doing archival work, knowing about colonial dispossession is
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important for several reasons. First, it is important to recognize how unfair many of the
dispossessions were. Second, it is important to stress the longstanding impact of loss of
place on Indigenous peoples, many of whom were displaced several times. Third, it is
necessary to disrupt the smooth, apparent inevitability of the reverse linearity of
retrospective considerations of Indigenous- settler history. Using historical cultural
geography to learn about colonial dispossession recognizes the roles of colonial history
and places (including waterways) in the dispossessions of Indigenous peoples. Further to
these points, as the agenda-setting theory argues about mass media, archival records do
not suggest to us what to think, but rather, what to think about. As a result, despite
absences and silences in the documentary record, researchers must put effort into
thinking broadly about what else must have been present in the environment and environs
when the records were created. Haraway (1988) argued that it is possible to have partial
knowledge and, given awareness of that partial knowledge, to speak with partial
authority.87 Foucault's (1966/1970/1994) suggestion that representation can be
witnessing88 pointed to the need for researchers to continue historical studies in the face
of documentary incompleteness. As discussed next, despite these challenges it is
important to study Indigenous peoples’ historical experiences through historical cultural
geography because this approach foregrounds place and mobility and addresses Gupta
and Ferguson’s (1997) questions: “With meaning making [associated with places and
peoples] understood as a practice, how are spatial meanings established? Who has the
power to make places of spaces? Who contests this? What is at stake?”89
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Locating Place
This study is especially focused on how Indigenous peoples remained on, or were
dispossessed of, land. Accordingly, “place” figures prominently. The concept of place is
fundamental to understanding the role of Aboriginal dispossession, mobility, and
relocation in the nineteenth-century in Upper Canada and, later, Canada West. Many
First Nation peoples consider that land is sacred and that people form only part of the
population, sharing the land with plants, animals, ancestors, and spirits.90 Semken and
Brandt (2010) have summarized how “richly populated” can be acknowledged and
articulated in academic literature:
While mainstream biology has a specific and limiting definition of what is living,
some cultures view meteorological, hydrological, and geological phenomena as
animate beings, life processes, persons, or consciousness; though possibly
occurring at rates different from what humans can resolve. In such cultures,
relationships among humans, fauna, flora, weather, and landforms may be
described in kinship terms (McNeley 1987). These overlap with what may be
termed a “geophilic” connection: influence of physiography on sense of place
(Silko, 1986).91

Anishinaabe landscapes were more richly populated than were those of the British
because other-than-human beings were considered animate and many objects were
considered spirited. Like many Indigenous peoples, the Anishinaabeg believed that
human beings formed only part of the population, sharing the cosmos with plants,
animals, ancestors, and spirits.92 The term “richly populated” can be summarized as
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“relationships among humans, fauna, flora, weather, and landforms [and spirits, which]
may be described in kinship terms.”93
Taking a somewhat organic approach, instead of demanding a fixed definition of
place, Relph (1976) argued that place “is not just a formal concept awaiting a precise
definition [...] clarification cannot be achieved by imposing precise but arbitrary
definitions.”94 Similarly, Patterson and Williams (2005) argued that the absence of a
standardized definition is not a problem to be solved, but rather they have “maintain[ed]
that it is more appropriate to view place as a domain of research informed by multiple
research traditions.”95 Furthermore, Nespor (2008) has argued against positioning places
as victims of outside forces, maintaining instead that places are always dynamic.96 Such
a dynamic and diverse richness of definitions suited this research well both because it
accommodates the diversity among Indigenous peoples as well as the diversity of sources
that may be found in the archives and published sources, few of which are standardized in
degree of formality, structure, viewpoint, level of detail, or completeness.
Fittingly for this work, perhaps, Arefi (1999) reported that the literature of place
is characterized by a “narrative of loss,” where what is lost is “proper connection between
places” and meaning.97 The term “place” has meant different things to different
disciplines and sub-disciplines at different times.98 Although, like its definition, the
description of place as locale, location, and sense of place99 has been contested, since
much of the work of colonization in Upper Canada involved remaking place, this
description provides a useful point of departure for discussion of the evolving meaning of
place.100
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Sometimes, the meaning of place changed because places changed. Changes to
places can result because places are “open systems, integrated in much broader relations
[such] that there is space for change.”101 As a result, Kalandides (2011) has concluded
that place becomes “an open-end[ed] process.”102 Importantly too, Kalandides (2011)
has observed that place is political.103 The political nature of place can be seen, for
example, through examining how a place is constituted in order to identify some of the
possible narratives about that place and then noting the “hierarchy of narratives, where, at
least for a certain period of time, one [narrative] is highlighted while the other is
silenced.”104
As a result of its political nature, place “can be understood as the simultaneity of
difference” into which power relations are woven.105 Relph (1976) recognized “that
while places and landscapes may be unique in terms of their content they are nevertheless
products of common cultural and symbolic elements and processes.”106 So, places are
what they are in material terms and places are also what we make of them in our lives,
imaginations, and memories. That is, place means both a physical/material point and its
associated emotional meaning(s), and thus the characteristics of place include locale,
location, and sense of place.107 By extension, relocation involves both moving away
from a customary place and becoming accustomed to “dwelling” in a new place. Such
dwelling demands both having a new place in which to live and being able to feel at
home there.108
The aspects of place most pertinent to the research are “place dependence” (the
functional uses of places and how well these serve the achievement of people’s goals)
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and “place identity” (the emotional and symbolic meanings associated with particular
settings).109 Proshansky and colleagues (1983) defined “place-identity” as
a sub-structure of the self-identity of the person consisting of, broadly conceived,
cognitions about the physical world in which the individual lives. These
cognitions represent memories, ideas, feelings, attitudes, values, preferences,
meanings, and conceptions of behavior and experience which relate to the variety
and complexity of physical settings that define the day-to-day existence of every
human being. At the core of such physical environment-related cognitions is the
“environmental past” of the person; a past consisting of places, spaces and their
properties which have served instrumentally in the satisfaction of the person's
biological, psychological, social, and cultural needs.110

Place dependence and place identity are complex concepts. For example, the functional
uses of places and how well these serve the achievement of people’s goals are reflected in
the conclusions reached by the Chippewa of Lakes Huron, Couchiching, and Simcoe,
who requested to be relocated twice, once because of a shortage of firewood, and a
second time because of a surfeit of settlers in the immediate vicinity of the ColdwaterNarrows Reserve. Similarly, for the Potaganasee Ojibwa, the emotional and symbolic
meanings associated with particular settings were associated more strongly with their
freedom to be themselves as they made their own place than with one particular physical
place. They first sought to exist under British rule rather than American rule, and later
they preferred to live independent of other Indigenous groups. These examples suggest
that, for Anishinaabe groups, pragmatism and realism could figure strongly in place
dependence and place identity.
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Dispossession and Place Meaning
For the Anishinaabeg, dispossession and the ensuing dislocation were not simply
physical matters. Rather, dispossession had a significant impact not only on individuals’
identities and spirituality, but also on their social, cultural, emotional, and economic
relationships and connections. Wallace (1957) reported that people sometimes would
react to disaster with “temporary paralysis.”111 Beyond natural calamities and war,
disastrous events included
the sudden perception of physical destruction of the natural environment, fellow
citizens, and material culture with which one is identified.112

This observation explains the milling-about-in-place of the Chippewa of Lake Huron,
some of whom took six years to re-emplace themselves following the surrender of the
Coldwater-Narrows Reserve in 1836. Thus, dispossession had a domino effect, following
displacement, there was “dis-ease”113 that could lead to disease. Hudson-Rodd (1998)
argued that, for Indigenous peoples, the nineteenth-century loss of place not only meant
loss of home and subsistence, but also loss of place for traditional ceremonies, which
were integral to the health and wellbeing of individuals and groups.114
Fullilove (1996) identified two strategies for prevention and recovery of
psychological damage following displacement.115 These strategies are preservation of
connections and empowered collaboration. Two of the criteria to achieve the latter
strategy are particularly pertinent to this research. First, related to place dependence,
“People live in a ‘good enough’ place,” and second, related to place identity, “People feel
settled in home, neighbourhood, and region.”116 The dispossessions of the Anishinaabeg
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in the eastern Great Lakes basin found some of these groups confined to smaller and
smaller parcels of marginal land. Moreover, game stocks continued to decline because of
settlement and deforestation by settlers, as the settlers attempted to shape places to match
their cultural norms117 albeit with complete indifference to Indigenous groups’ cultural
norms. As a consequence, the Anishinaabe groups who were no longer able to feed
themselves likely found these lands were no longer “good enough.” The serial
relocations of the Chippewa of Lakes Huron, Couchiching, and Simcoe, and the
constructive surrender of the Lower Reserve by the Walpole Anishinaabeg because it had
been overrun by squatters without being defended by the colonial government, suggested
that “feeling settled” was neither experienced by the Anishinaabeg nor supported by the
colonial authorities. In summary,
people are not only from a particular place, but they are also of the place; that is,
their identities, well-being, livelihoods, histories, and emotio-spiritual connections
are emergent from the lands on which they live.118

As a result, therefore, research into the attempted and actual dispossessions of
Anishinaabe groups requires consideration of their senses of place dependence and place
identity to gain an understanding of the negative impacts of these experiences.
Moreover, the effects of colonialism can linger and haunt through the generations. The
scholarship in which the research is situated is discussed next.
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Situating the Research
Just as colonization was not limited to Upper Canada, scholarly work concerning
colonialism has been conducted around the world. Theories of various geographical and
temporal scales have been put forward. For example, J. Smith (1999) studied how the
British Empire was administered119 and Kwarteng (2011) put forward a theory of
“anarchic individualism” in his study of the contemporary legacy of the British colonial
service.120 More broadly, in his four-point typology of dispossession, historical
geographer Harris (2004) isolated the ability, momentum, legitimation and justification,
and management of dispossession of Indigenous people in general.121 Harris’s (2004)
work confirmed the important relationship between colonialism and law that Merry
(1995) had identified. Merry (1995) described
three examples of resistance in and through law, each of which foregrounds the
way law contributes to enhancing the power of subordinates through processes of
cultural redefinition. One is resistance against law, one is resistance by means of
law, and one is resistance which redefines the meaning of law.122

Scholarly research into the Great Lakes basin has focussed as much on places and
systems as it has on groups. While the Anishinaabe groups studied by and large have
been under-researched, other groups’ dispossessions and alienation from resources have
been explored more fully by scholars. Notably, historian Donald B. Smith studied the
Credit Mississauga who were dispossessed despite the strong leadership of the Methodist
convert and missionary, Reverend Peter Jones (Kahkewaquonaby), (1987),123 as well as
the important roles played by other Anishinaabe leaders (2013) in present-day southern
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Ontario.124 Schmaltz (1991) also wrote about the Ojibwa of present-day southern Ontario
from an historical perspective.125 Writing from a legal perspective, Borrows
(Kegedonce) (1992, 2005, 2010) is one of the increasing numbers of Indigenous scholars
who have written about land use and land loss from Indigenous perspectives over the past
thirty years.126 Borrows (1994), like local historian Pearen (2012), also wrote about the
dispossession of the Manitoulin Anishinaabeg.127 Binnema and Hutchings (2005)
assessed the power of administrative officials through the example of Sir Francis Head.128
In contrast with the internal disunity that may have salvaged part of Great Manitoulin
Island from dispossession, historian McMullen (1997) argued that colonial attempts to
divide the Nawash Ojibwa and Potawatomi in the Saugeen Territory led to their
dispossession.129
Also from the perspective of history, Telford (1996) analyzed the alienation of
Aboriginal peoples from the mineral resources on their lands.130 In a similar vein,
Indigenous researcher Lytwyn (1990) explored the contested Ojibwa and Ottawa fisheries
around Manitoulin Island with respect to their Aboriginal and treaty fishing rights.131
Lytwyn had a particular focus on Anishinaabe use of waterways of the Great Lakes
(1996),132 including the St. Clair River Corridor (2008).133 Another important Indigenous
researcher, McNab, wrote extensively on people of mixed (Indigenous-settler) heritage
(1985),134 on the Royal Proclamation of 1763 and British Indian Policy from 1750 to
1794 (1979),135 and on the experiences of Anishinaabe people in the Walpole Island area
(1980, 2008).136 In addition, McNab co-edited one Indigenous history volume with
Standen (1996)137 and contributed to amending a comprehensive work initiated by
Dickason (2008)138 describing the situations of the Indigenous nations of Upper Canada
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(and, later, Canada West) that were also considered in Rogers and D. B. Smith's (1994)
edited work.139 Ontario Native Affairs Directorate researcher Hansen studied a reserve
created in Georgian Bay following the Robinson Huron Treaty of 1850 (1983)140 as well
as Indigenous leadership in the contexts of North American Native groups and
organizations (1987)141 and of treaty negotiations (1987).142 From the perspective of
environmental history, Forkey (2003) explored the Indigenous history of the Kawartha
Lakes region of the Trent Valley to the east of the study area, with a particular focus on
the impact of European settlement on the Mississauga.143 From the joint perspective of
environmental history and cultural landscape studies, Campbell (2005) explored how
nineteenth-century European narratives influenced perceptions of the northern part of the
study area as a wilderness inhabited by “uncivilized” Indigenous people.144 From a legal
perspective, Blair (2009) studied the Williams Treaties of 1923 between the Crown and
the Chippewa and Mississauga groups.145 Negotiation of these treaties was prompted by
government recognition of the validity of long-standing Anishinaabe claims that some
land within, and to the east of, the study area had not actually been surrendered by the
Anishinaabeg (the local Métis, people of mixed Indigenous and (often French) settler
heritage,146 and the more northerly Algonquin were not included in the treaty
discussions).
In contrast, other scholars have conducted research into land and its uses
following dispossession from a settler vantage point. Historian Moorman (1997) focused
on the importance of settling Indigenous land to establishing the Upper Canadian
colony.147 In his 1997 work, Moorman considered the Canada Company's control of land
as did several other scholars including, for example, Clarke (2001),148 Lee (2004),149 and
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A. Smith (2014).150 Changing Indigenous land into “settled” land necessitated acquiring
Indigenous land, limiting or changing Indigenous people’s mobility, and erasing
Indigenous groups’ sovereign roles and rights. More broadly, Calloway (2006) described
the importance of 1763 to the history (and, ultimately, the geography) of North America
from the perspective of History and Native American Studies.151 More narrowly, the
“evolution” of Upper Canada was described by historian Craig (1963).152 Specific
situations concerning treaties and surrenders were addressed in the extensive graduate
and professional work of historians Surtees (1966, 1983a, 1983b, 1986a, 1986b,
1986c)153 and Leighton (1975, 1976a, 1976b, 1977, 1981, 1988).154 In 1984, Indigenous
Studies scholar Hall connected Christianity and the legal system with the acquisition of
Indigenous lands in Upper Canada,155 and then in 2010 wrote extensively about the
reconceptualization of earth as property, which is a distinctly non-Indigenous
viewpoint.156 Indigenous people who were left landless not only faced disorientation
from being displaced and from loss of ritual, ceremonial, and medicinal plant sites, but
also experienced placelessness. Although it may have been haphazard and unpredictable,
colonization was not “casual.” Notwithstanding this distinction, in view of the serial
dispossession of Indigenous peoples, Relph's (1976) definition is apt. He defined
placelessness as “the casual eradication of distinctive places and the making of
standardized landscapes that results from an insensitivity to the significance of place.”157
Place and Mobility
For many Indigenous peoples, place and mobility were interconnected. Rather
than being fixed, “place” involved a circuit since place and mobility together were
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foundational both for the traditional seasonal rounds of subsistence economies and for
trade, political, social, and kin networks. Hague and Armstrong (2010) reported that the
“concept of mobility brings together human characteristics of identity and power with a
dynamic understanding of space, place, and change.”158 Moreover, “as absolute
immobility is all but impossible, the mobility concept proposes that everyone and
everything is mobile and that it is matters of scale, difference in speed, and variation in
direction that create appearances of relative immobility.”159 To this list, I would add
whether movement is sanctioned or transgressive. The meaning of any given instance of
mobility is constituted from context, agency, experience, and sociopolitical practices. 160
While Tuan (1977) has argued that space is experienced through movement,161 it
seems reasonable that mobility is also part of the experience of place. Mobility was
inseparable from place. Moreover, as Frello (2008) argued,
mobility may have become not only constitutive of the structures of social life,
but also one of the primary constituent metaphors for the understanding of social
and cultural phenomena in a much broader sense.162

Thus, mobility is both a way of experiencing, or is necessary to experience, place and an
indication or characteristic of loss of place.
Mobility is linked to dispossession when dispossession impedes, changes, or
prevents prior mobility, that is, the degree to which mobility between places is
categorized as transgressive or sanctioned. Dispossession destroyed circuits,
relationships, and connections, and the personal meanings that went with them. Since
place is closely tied to the formation and maintenance of identity, dispossession damaged
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Indigenous peoples’ health and well-being to such a great extent that, generations later,
the impacts are still being felt. Pertinent aspects of Indigenous worldviews are explored
in some detail in the next chapters.
As a result of studying the experience of dispossession and dislocation on
Indigenous individuals and communities, the research is qualitative, historical geography.
Employing a geographic perspective is important because of the insight it lends into the
cultural concepts of place and mobility. Research in historical geography, however,
requires that compromises be made, for example, “with the topic, with the period, with
the place, with the sources, [and] with the analytical techniques.”163 In addition to
making compromises, historical geographers realize that, because information about the
past is incomplete and frequently can be discontinuous, absolute statements cannot be
made.164 Despite these challenges, historical work is important. As Baker (1997)
observed, these challenges
should not be used, however, as an excuse for not completing a piece of research,
for not publishing its results, on the grounds that ‘there is still some work to be
done.’ There will always be more work to be done.165

The Shape of the Dissertation
This dissertation comprises eleven chapters. This first chapter introduces the
study area and time period, the Anishinaabe groups whose dispossessions were studied,
the research question and objectives, the theoretical framework (from poststructural and
postcolonial theory), the methodology (critical/interpretive), and the methods (textual
analysis of the documentary record and case studies), and the important characteristics of
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“place dependence” and “place identity” in this research. Between the introductory and
concluding chapters, the dissertation is divided into two main parts. This structure allows
the change of vantage point from broad, for example, theoretical and cultural worldviews,
to the specific, for example, the particularities of time and place in the case studies.
Part I, Groundings, foregrounds the Anishinaabe context and the non-Indigenous
beliefs that had a growing influence on how the Anishinaabeg lived their lives. Part II,
On the Ground, affords space in which to unearth the factors that help illuminate the
complexity and diversity of their dispossessions. The three chapters in Part I,
Groundings, undertake to address Carson’s (2002) claim that “If geographical methods
are to be successfully employed in Native American history, culture, land, and people
must intersect in a cohesive whole.”166 Chapter 2 reveals the spirituality, relationship,
and connectedness in Anishinaabe views of self, community, and place. Chapter 3
explores and contrasts the theoretical foundations of Anishinaabe and British belief
systems. Chapter 4 investigates Anishinaabe and British worldviews as manifested
through their attitudes toward, and use of, land, with reference to governance and to
treaty making. The contrasts developed in these comparisons provide context for the
dispossessions, the justifications for the dispossessions, and the effect of the
dispossessions and dislocations on Indigenous individuals and groups.
The six case studies in Part II, On the Ground, explore the complexity and
diversity of the dispossessions of the studied Anishinaabe groups between 1820 and
1865. Chapter 5 analyzes the dispossession of Pelée Island from the Lake Erie
Anishinaabeg, illustrating the themes of balancing place attachment and pragmatism and
of the use and utility of pretense and discourse to dispossess through legal inequity and
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narrative techniques that attempted to ahistoricize Anishinaabe people and erase
Anishinaabe sovereignty.
Chapter 6 examines the intermittent practice of gift diplomacy and the use of
“othering” to exert social and spatial control over dispossessed “American” Anishinaabeg
in Upper Canada and Canada West, 1830-1850, illustrating the themes of autonomy and
agency in decision making in the context of government abdication of responsibility, and
of balancing place attachment and pragmatism.
Chapter 7 argues that the migration decisions of the Potaganasee Ojibwa of
Drummond Island between 1828 and 1848 illustrate the themes of autonomy and agency
in decision making, of balancing place attachment and pragmatism, and of the
sympathetic treatment of an Anishinaabe group by a local colonial official.
Chapter 8 explores the serial dispossessions of the Coldwater-Narrows Reserve
from the Chippewa of Lakes Huron, Couchiching, and Simcoe, especially respecting the
Coldwater-Narrows Reserve, illustrating the themes of autonomy and agency in decision
making especially when colonial land rules benefitted Indigenous people, of balancing
place attachment and pragmatism, and of political expediency respecting Indigenous land
acquisition, while demonstrating the dubious circumstances under which a “surrender” of
land could be compelled from Anishinaabe people in the context of government
abdication of responsibility.
Chapter 9 considers the dispossessions of Great Manitoulin Island from the
Manitoulin Anishinaabeg from 1836 to 1862, illustrating the themes of autonomy and
agency in decision making when the Anishinaabeg were able to remain on the Island
despite decades-long stalking by metaphoric and real “land hunters,” of balancing place
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attachment and pragmatism when they employed the strategic responses of sacrifice and
defence in order to protect the spiritually important Island, of the use and utility of
pretense and discourse to dispossess through narrative techniques that attempted to erode
Indigenous sovereignty, and of political expediency regarding Anishinaabe land
acquisition in the context of government abdication of responsibility.
Chapter 10, the final case study, addresses the attempted dispossession from, and
the successful repossession of, Walpole Island by, the Walpole Anishinaabeg, illustrating
the themes of autonomy and agency in decision making particularly when the Walpole
Anishinaabeg attempted to have colonial legislation employed to defend their interests, of
balancing place attachment and pragmatism when they sacrificed the Lower Reserve to
save the spiritually important Island, of the use and utility of discourse to dispossess
through legal inequity, and of sympathetic treatment of an Anishinaabe group by a local
colonial official in the context of government abdication of responsibility with its
hierarchical political and bureaucratic aspects.
Chapter 11, the concluding chapter, discusses the research findings respecting
themes and factors differentiating the dispossession experiences of the studied
Anishinaabe groups and suggests the potential contribution of the work.
In recognition of the great diversity within the original peoples, terminology has
been standardized to use “Indigenous” rather than alternating among terms such as
Indigenous, Aboriginal, or Native. For clarity, the names of specific groups (for
example, Anishinaabeg) and sub-groups (for example, Ojibwa, Chippewa, Potawatomi,
or Ottawa) have been used whenever possible.
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Overarching Argument and Key Supporting Arguments and Themes
The overarching argument of this work is that, although colonization was
haphazard, erratic, and imprecise, it also proved unremitting. As scholars have noted,
beginning with the Royal Proclamation of 1763, by defining “Indian Territory,” the
British simultaneously defined “non-Indian Territory.” Subsequent treaties, whether
imagined or real, also defined Indigenous and non-Indigenous land. Over the following
decades – up to and including the study period – the size and number of tracts reserved
for Indigenous groups decreased, which indicated that treaty making was a feint and that,
in fact, the British did not envision “sharing” any of the land with Indigenous people.
Colonial demands for Indigenous land were unabating. As the Anishinaabe people were
caught in colonization’s cycle of dispossession and displacement, they were forced to
surrender land, to be contained on smaller parcels of land, to surrender more land, to be
confined to smaller parcels of land, and so on. Notwithstanding the relentlessness of
colonization, it played out differently on the ground than it did at the macro-theoretical
level. As a result, colonized Indigenous groups experienced dispossession differently and
so, in studying these cases, I draw out patterns of difference and similarity across these
groups’ interrelated histories.
There are four key supporting arguments. First, while eight themes wove their
way through the cases, every case of attempted or actual dispossession involved a unique
combination of these themes, which demonstrates that dispossession was complex.
Second, distilled from these eight themes, three primary factors accounted for the
dissimilarities in dispossession, which confirms that dispossession was complicated. The
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three factors were people, proximity, and pressure. People could be Indigenous or nonIndigenous. Proximity could be to military markets and to desirable militarily and
commercially routes, as well as to settlements of non-Indigenous or Indigenous settlers.
The pressure exerted to compel Anishinaabe peoples to surrender their land or land
reserved for them could be direct (force, threats, military presence) or indirect
(withholding or withdrawing support, narrative). Regardless of type, pressure to
surrender land did not stop. Third, every attempt at dispossession was not successful but
attempts usually were repeated, which suggests that, while dispossession was not
inevitable, colonization was inexorable. Fourth, iterative and cyclical attempts to
dispossess indicate that dispossession was a process, not an event. Dispossession
involved not only loss of land but also traditional ways of living and mobility and, in the
case of the “American” Anishinaabeg, dispossession involved unfulfilled hope for land
and belonging in Upper Canada as well as loss of land in the United States. Attempted
control of Indigenous peoples’ land, emplacement, and mobility equated to socio-spatial
control. As shown by the attempted but only partially successful dispossession of Great
Manitoulin Island and the unsuccessful attempt at dispossession of Walpole Island from
the Anishinaabeg, every attempt at dispossession was not successful. Thus, dispossession
was not inevitable, but colonization was inexorable.
While displacement did not guarantee relocation, it could involve serial
relocations. Instead of being permanent, relocation to reserved land could be temporary.
Relocation involved both psychological and physical loss of place. Psychological loss of
place was associated with loss of belonging, security, certainty, and preceded
displacement that I have termed “constructive surrender.” Some of the phrasing in the
47

DIFFERING FACTORS IN DISPOSSESSIONS, 1820-1865
Royal Proclamation of 1763 certainly paved the way for constructive surrender, when it
included the provision
And whereas great Frauds and Abuses have been committed in purchasing Lands
of the Indians, … We do. with the Advice of our Privy Council strictly enjoin and
require. that no private Person do presume to make any purchase from the said
Indians of any Lands reserved to the said Indians, within those parts of our
Colonies where, We have thought proper to allow Settlement: but that. if at any
Time any of the Said Indians should be inclined to dispose of the said Lands, […]
167

The term “inclined” appears to be benign but, in practice, Indigenous people’s inclination
was aided greatly by demoralization and deprivation at the hands of Imperial and colonial
authorities and by depredation at the hands of non-Indigenous settlers, squatters, and
resource thieves. Settlement led to displacement, so although reserve creation resulted
from settlement, reserve creation was not automatic. Furthermore, attempts to dispossess
were iterative and cyclical. Accordingly, as several of the cases clearly illustrate,
dispossession was a process, not an event. For the Chippewa of Lakes Huron,
Couchiching, and Simcoe, for example, the pressure to surrender came in waves, whether
exerted by the Lieutenant-Governor, Sir Francis Head, alone, or by Indian Department
officials singly or in groups. Similarly, following the Robinson treaties of 1850, the
Anishinaabeg of Manitoulin and the north shores of Lakes Huron and Superior felt waves
of pressure to surrender traditional and reserved lands. The combination of these
contractions with structuralized poverty eventually forced acquiescence to colonial
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demands. In this way, the serial dispossessions of Anishinaabe peoples of their lands
illustrated the larger work of dispossession.
The role of dispossession was to acquire land and to erase the Indigenous peoples
who occupied the land. The role of relocation following dispossession was to inform a
narrative that affirmed settlers’ and Imperial and colonial governments’ displacement
actions, despite not actually re-emplacing all of the Indigenous peoples who were
displaced or ensuring any sort of permanence following re-emplacement. Part of the
pulse-like action of the dispossession process can be attributed to treaty making whereby,
by delineating Indigenous land, treaties also delineated non-Indigenous land. “Clean-up
crews” were sent to tidy up “loose ends” – Indigenous land and land reserved for
Indigenous people that had not yet been acquired – and to help confine Indigenous
peoples on smaller and smaller parcels of land until no “Indigenous” land remained and,
likely it was hoped, Indigenous people vanished as well.
The following eight themes concerning dispossession emerged from this work.
First, Anishinaabe groups were sometimes able to exercise a degree of autonomy and
agency in decision making. Second, Anishinaabe groups often had to balance place
attachment and pragmatism. Third, islands and island-like rocky outcrops sometimes
afforded Anishinaabe groups solace, anchoring, refuge, or food. Fourth, discourse,
including narrative and pretense, could disguise acquisitive intentions, serve as a tool of
socio-spatial control, or, through omission, create legal inequity. Fifth, colonial officials
sometimes abdicated their responsibilities to honour their duties to protect Indigenous
interests, their promises, and their invitations. Sixth, Anishinaabe groups sometimes
benefitted from sympathetic treatment by local colonial officials. Seventh, repeated
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attempts could be made to get Anishinaabe groups to surrender their traditional lands or
land reserved for them. And finally, eighth, Anishinaabe groups sometimes were
compelled to surrender their traditional lands or land reserved for them for reasons of
political expediency rather than real settlement need, that is, for the sake of appearances.
Two of these themes appeared in all cases: balancing place attachment and pragmatism,
and the importance of islands. However, as noted previously, every case of attempted or
actual dispossession involved a unique combination of these eight themes.
Concluding the Introduction and Beginning the Groundings
This chapter has introduced the Anishinaabe groups from the eastern Great Lakes
basin whose dispossessions were studied during the research. These cases were
identified on the basis of the groups being closely related culturally and experiencing
attempted or actual dispossession in a relatively small geographical area between 1820
and 1865 and yet encountering different themes and factors during those experiences.
The themes identified in the study reveal the haphazard and erratic nature of colonization.
For the Anishinaabe groups that came to be living in, and to be attached to, the Great
Lakes basin, place mattered. Whether that “place” was land, water, or sky, it was
spirited. Accordingly, loss of place through dispossession and dislocation mattered
deeply. The next chapter explores how traditional origin stories describe how these
Anishinaabe groups came to be living in their respective geographical locations at the
beginning of the study. Once so emplaced, their spiritual connections and ongoing social
relationships with specific places helped establish their identities and their sense of
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belonging. The subsequent actual or attempted loss of place threatened connectedness
and damaged or threatened individual and collective identities.
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Part I: Groundings
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Chapter 2. Spirituality, Relationship, and Connectedness in Anishinaabe Views of
Self, Community, and Place

Spirituality, relationship, and connectedness were woven into Anishinaabe views
of self, community, and place. Once established in a geographic location, whether after a
migration to new lands or following post-flood creation, spiritual connections and
ongoing relationships with those other-than human and human beings in specific places,
whether on land, on water, or in the sky, established their individual and collective
identities and sustained the Anishinaabeg’s sense of belonging. As Carson (2002) noted,
the native [American] landscape [was] both a cultural and a moral space, a place
where mythical beings, ancestral spirits, daily life, and geopolitical concerns
coexisted and interplayed.1

Moreover, for the Anishinaabe groups that came to be in, and to be attached to, the Great
Lakes basin, place mattered. Further to this, Johnston (2004a) argued,
For the Aboriginal people of the Great Lakes, there is both a physical and spiritual
aspect to identity and landscape. The relationship between people and place
[was] created and maintained by totemic identity.2

As noted in the introductory chapter, the six Great Lakes basin Anishinaabe groups
whose dispossession experiences were studied are the Lake Erie Anishinaabeg, the
Walpole Anishinaabeg, the “American” Anishinaabe groups (primarily Potawatomi) who
migrated from what had become the United States, the Chippewa of Lakes Huron,
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Couchiching, and Simcoe, the Potaganasee Ojibwa from Drummond Island, and the
Manitoulin Anishinaabeg. This chapter explores how those groups came to be situated in
their respective geographical locations when study of their dispossession began. As
recounted next, the Anishinaabeg’s origin stories demonstrate the importance of
spirituality, relationship, and connectedness. The Anishinaabeg understood themselves to
be related to original beings, mostly birds and animals from whom their totems were
derived and on whom their totemic identities were built. Over time, these identities
meant that almost everyone would have a totemic relative somewhere in the Great Lakes
basin with whom they could take refuge, or on whom they could call, in times of need.
As is evident in settler records, for example, from the Chiefs’ and principal men’s totemic
marks (their “signatures”) on surrender and treaty documents,3 their totemic identities
survived colonization. Johnston (2004b) has argued that “totemic identity in fact is the
most stable ethnic identifier and indicator of territorial rights and governance rights.”4
This spiritual heritage situated Indigenous identity and place in a wider context than
merely physical space. It is necessary to recognize the importance of place and identity
in order to understand the impacts of loss of place, that is, the process that enabled
dispossession, and the serial dispossessions implicated in the actual and threatened
dispossessions analyzed in the case studies in this dissertation. By disrupting spirituality,
relationship, and connectedness, loss of place destroyed wholeness and interdependence,
thus damaging Indigenous identity.
This chapter is structured in five parts. First, largely from later written accounts
of oral tradition, I recount the Anishinaabeg’s origin stories. Second, I discuss the Great
Migration that, according to one tradition, brought the Anishinaabe peoples into the Great
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Lakes region and established the ubiquity of movement to them. Third, I review
Anishinaabe ceremonies and healing societies. Fourth, I review the formation of the
Council of Three Fires or Three Fires Confederacy. Fifth, I describe the everyday lives
of the Anishinaabe groups’ members prior to and during the study period. The activities
of men, women, and children are analyzed, in particular with respect to their relationship
to places on the land and water as expressed through their activities during their seasonal
rounds. To the Anishinaabeg, the spiritual relationship with geography was important.
The relationship transcended time and death. This situation was noted by the Jesuits who
observed how important it was for Anishinaabe people to be buried in their own land.
For the Anishinaabeg, “[t]he permanence of the connection between body and soul was
grounded in a particular landscape.”5 It was the responsibility of the living to honour the
dead6 and, as was noted frequently by colonial record keepers, Anishinaabe peoples
strongly resisted abandoning the graves of their ancestors.7 The grave post erected at an
Anishinaabe grave bore the totemic identity of the deceased person.8 In this way, totemic
connection was honoured and persisted after death. The circularity of relationships and
connectedness and the non-linearity of time explained why the Anishinaabeg
demonstrated strong place attachment beyond straightforward emotional attachment to a
physical place. This demonstration begins with the Anishinaabe people’s origin.
Anishinaabe Origin Stories
After the first beginning, which was a very long time ago, the Anishinaabeg tell
several versions of the story of the creation of the new earth,9 which is also known as the
earth-diver story.10 Most stories begin with a great flood. Nanabozho, the spiritual
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messenger,11 fled the rising waters in a tree, and took it upon himself to recreate the earth.
With the assistance of birds and animals, Nanabozho was able to construct a new earth
that was equal in size to the previous earth and he populated it with plants, birds, animals,
and people.12 In most versions of the origin story, human beings were created last. The
same stories anchored people to land and beings as cultural traditions, however the stories
also situated them in specific spaces, be they physical, spiritual, or social ones.
Following the creation of the new earth, one story has it that, from time immemorial, the
Anishinaabeg had lived in the Waabanakiing (the Land of the Dawn) on the eastern
shores of North America and only later had migrated to the Great Lakes region.
Alternatively, the Anishinaabeg may have lived near Hudson Bay.13 Another story places
the earth’s re-creation and Anishinaabe origin at the island of Michilimackinac in the
strait between Lakes Michigan and Huron.14 Others held Michilimackinac Island to be
the home of other-than-human “little people.”15 Regardless of their original location,
after the Creator first placed them on Earth, the Anishinaabe people struggled. As a
result, the Creator sent the people the totemic clan system, which was a system of
governance16 as well as a means of dividing roles and labour.17
According to one tradition, during the early time in Waabanakiing (Eastern
Place), Miigis (radiant/iridescent) beings appeared to the Anishinaabe on at least two
occasions. On one occasion, since one of the seven Miigis beings, the Bineshii
(Thunderbird) was too powerful for people to see, this being was persuaded to return to
the sea. Before they too returned to the sea, the remaining six Miigis beings introduced
the doodem (clan) system of governance for the peoples in the Waabanakiing (Eastern
Place). Of these doodem, according to oral tradition, the five original Anishinaabe
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doodem (clans) were Wawaazisii (Bullhead), Baswenaazhi (Echo-maker, i.e., Crane),
Aan'aawenh (Pintail Duck), Nooke (Tender, i.e., Female Bear), and Moozwaanowe
(“Little” Moose-tail), while a sixth sub-Clan assumed an adoptive role (Martin in the east
and Eagle in the west).18 Another tradition, however, stated that there were seven original
clans: Crane and Loon (chieftainships), Fish (of whom the highest ranking member is the
Turtle, intellectuals), Bear (policing and herbal medicines), Martin (warriors), Deer
(depending on the locale, sometimes Moose or Caribou, gentleness and poetry), and Bird
(of whom the highest ranking member is the Eagle, spiritual leadership).19 Regardless of
the original number, over time the number grew to twenty-one,20 perhaps because of the
variation in birds and animals as the three groups migrated to different areas around the
Great Lakes. Warren (1885) confirmed that
Each grand family is known by a badge or symbol, taken from nature; being
generally a quadruped, bird, fish, or reptile. The badge or Dodaim [Doodem] (or
Totem, as it has been written most commonly), descends invariably in the male
line; marriage is strictly forbidden between individuals of the same symbol.21

The people were instructed that intermarriage within the same clan22 was not
permitted, which compelled movement in order to honour this requirement. The original
Deer clan's failure to follow the same-clan marriage prohibition led to its destruction.23
While initially they were given the other-than-human beings, the clan/doodem system
evolved to represent animal peoples of the land on which the Anishinaabeg had come to
live. That is, they established a social connection with the land and the animals that lived
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on it as well as a spiritual connection to their other-than-human progenitors. As
Hallowell (1963) reported,
With respect to the Ojibwa, let me say at once that neither “natural” nor
“supernatural” are terms appropriate for describing their world outlook. Instead
of any fundamental dichotomy, there is, rather, a basic metaphysical unity in the
ground of being.24

From this situation, the early connection of the Anishinaabe people to their clans and to
their respective animal progenitors, as well as the early connection of clans and
governance, may be seen. Furthermore, because of the same-clan marriage prohibition,
the clan system of social organization necessitated movement among groups of people.
Movement between villages created social spaces and kinship networks. Thus, physical
place was being defined in social terms and in movement rather than being fixed in
nature.
Following marriage, a wife resided in her husband’s village.25 Subsequent to her
marriage, the woman who had moved to live with her new spouse would return home to
visit her family and friends and to acquaint the couple’s children with their larger family
networks. Accordingly, marriages served to connect villages, which influenced patterns
of alliances and peaceful negotiations for access to resources.26 As the Ojibwa were
patrilineal, children belonged to their father's clan.27 Clan membership conferred both
rights and responsibilities, and their kin included all of the human and other-than-human
members of a clan.28 Clan membership and kinship networks informed the individual
and collective identities of the Anishinaabe people, and afforded protection in times of
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crisis, such as enemy attack.29 In addition to the doodem (clan) system of governance,
the seven grandfathers also sent seven spirits to increase people's appreciation for their
gifts of senses and intuition. However, since the people were not yet ready to receive the
awareness of the gift it brought, one spirit left with a promise to return at the appropriate
(but unspecified) time.30 As noted, on another occasion, eight Miigis beings brought
seven spiritual teachings (prophecies) called fires. The seven fires prophecies foretold
coming times for the Anishinaabeg. The first fire prophecy warned the Anishinaabe that
they must emigrate or they would be destroyed.31 At this time, migration became
necessary for Anishinaabe survival and, for many generations thereafter, migration was a
normal part of their lives. Indeed, according to one story, it was their Great Migration
that first brought the Anishinaabeg into the Great Lakes region.
The Great Migration
After the Miigis beings had communicated the Creator’s instruction for the
Anishinaabe people to move inland from the east coast, most of the Anishinaabeg began
to move west.32 The Daybreak People, possibly the Abenaki, remained at the eastern
doorway and cared for the eastern fire.33 In the time of the first fire, the Anishinaabe left
their homes by the sea and, according to one version of the story, followed the sign of the
Miigis, which was the Sacred Shell of the Midewiwin Lodge.34 Sometime between 900
and 1400 BCE, 10,000 large canoes filled with Anishinaabe people began their Great
Migration. The Anishinaabeg travelled west, following the Saint Lawrence River inland
toward the Great Lakes, in search of turtle-shaped islands at the beginning and the end of
their journey. During the migration, the Anishinaabeg first battled and then made a
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tentative peace with the Haudenosaunee (the Five, later Six, Nations) of present-day New
York state,35 who the Anishinaabeg called the “Naud-o-waig, or Adders.”36 As shown in
the following illustration, during the Great Migration, the Anishinaabeg stopped at seven
small islands to which they had been led by the Miigis beings’ prophecy (see Figure 2).

Figure 2: Seven Stopping Places during the Great Migration 37

Although the Anishinaabeg stopped seven times during the Great Migration and
created villages at every stop, they knew from the first fire (the first prophecy) that their
journey would not be complete until they found food growing on the water. Accordingly,
while some Anishinaabeg remained behind in each one of the seven villages they
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established, most of the Anishinaabeg continued the journey, each step of which took
decades or longer. After the first stop near present-day Montreal, Quebec, some of the
Anishinaabeg travelled up Ottawa River, eventually forming the Algonquin, Nipissing,
and Mississauga nations, while the remaining Anishinaabeg travelled along the St.
Lawrence River into the lower Great Lakes. The Mississauga eventually moved until
they occupied the land along the north shore of Lake Ontario. In the time of the second
fire, when the southernmost Anishinaabeg had reached the Detroit-Lake St. Clair area,
they first lost the direction of the Sacred Shell and then lost their way, dividing into the
Ojibwa, Ottawa, and Potawatomi nations. A young Potawatomi boy dreamed about the
way back to the path to their future. The southernmost Anishinaabeg followed the
instructions from his dream and found their way again. These Anishinaabeg resumed
their journey and formed the Council of Three Fires or Three Fires Confederacy, before
contact with Europeans.38 Stark (2012) has connected the symbolic role of fire and
Anishinaabe alliances as follows:
Within Anishinaabe political discourse, fire has been employed as a symbolic
representation for a variety of concepts, including nation, council, and alliance.
This usage is evident in the various names applied to the allied Ojibwe, Odawa,
and Potawatomi: the Three Fires Confederacy, the Council of Three Fires, People
of the Three Fires, and the United Nation(s) of Chippewa, Ottawa, and
Potawatomi. Each nation represents a fire—the use of “Three Fires” to demarcate
their alliance.39

Now there were six distinct, but connected, Anishinaabe nations.40 This situation
illustrated the importance of dreaming to the Anishinaabeg and of the value placed on this
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way of acquiring knowledge. In the time of the third fire, the Anishinaabeg continued
their westward migration “to the place where food grows upon the water.”41 The
Anishinaabeg recognized the wild rice growing in the Great Lakes as this food. The
Anishinaabeg had been instructed by a pair of prophets that, in the time of the fourth fire,
they were to take note of the nature of “the face of the light skinned race,” that is, the
behaviour of the Europeans who arrived.42 The prophets told the Anishinaabeg that the
Europeans might have two possible “faces.” If the newcomers showed one face, then
potential existed for a peaceful relationship between the newcomers and the
Anishinaabeg. Instead, the other face appeared, reflecting the newcomers’ greed for land
and resources. Near the end of the time of the fifth fire, for those Anishinaabeg who had
accepted “a promise of great joy and salvation [... and abandoned] the old teachings,” the
struggles of the fifth fire would be perpetuated and again the Anishinaabeg's existence
would be threatened.43
As they moved westward, the Anishinaabeg rested on Walpole Island.44 The
“stepping stones” of the islands in Lake Huron brought the Anishinaabeg to Great
Manitoulin Island, the fourth major stopping place in the migration.45 Here the
Midewiwin and the clan system flourished.46 Some Anishinaabeg remained on Great
Manitoulin Island, while others continued their journey. The fifth stopping place, Bawwa-ting, eventually became an important trading centre. Continuing their westward
expansion, some of the Anishinaabeg went west, while others divided into a “northern
branch” and a “southern branch,” with the two groups following the north and south
shores of Lake Superior, respectively.47 Those who followed the north shore of Lake
Superior travelled until they reached the seventh stopping place at present-day Madeline
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Island.48 According to this traditional story, in this way, the six Anishinaabe nations
made their way around the Great Lakes basin. The story of the Great Migration
encapsulated the historical consciousness of the Anishinaabeg when a period in which
other-than-human persons guided them was followed by a period of migration and
mobility. In this story, references to changes in time and instructions of how to weather
those changes intersected with space, that is, at the places where the groups stopped.
By the seventeenth century, the Anishinaabe encircled the Wendat/Wyandot
(Huron) lands in present-day central Ontario. Likely because of their close physical
proximity, which led to their overwintering nearby,49 their trade relations,50 especially
exchanging furs for corn, and their mutual interest in surviving Haudenosaunee attacks,
the Anishinaabeg and the Wendat/Wyandot (Huron) supported each other while
maintaining independent confederacies. This relationship, which survived the
Haudenosaunee onslaught and early European contact and lasted into the nineteenth
century, created an important geo-political balance in the area. The Ottawa occupied the
area from the link between Lakes Huron and Superior around to the southwest of Lake
Michigan. The Potawatomi occupied the area to the south and southeast of Lake
Michigan.
Then, in the seventeenth-century, a period of conflict began. Conflicts erupted for
economic 51 as well as for demographic reasons. For example, the conflicts termed the
“mourning wars” prompted wars to replace dead relatives and friends recently felled by
disease.52 In 1649-1650, the Haudenosaunee from present-day New York State briefly
occupied some territory in present-day southern and central Ontario following their
violent dispersal of the Wendat/Wyandot (Huron).53 Subsequently, many Anishinaabe
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groups temporarily withdrew north and west of Sault Ste. Marie,54 and many of the
Wendat/Wyandot (Huron) took refuge with them. The Haudenosaunee continued to
harass the Anishinaabe groups, in particular the Ottawa, whose primary role was to trade
on behalf of the Anishinaabeg. Within five years, however, the Anishinaabeg defeated a
Haudenosaunee war party near Sault Ste. Marie.55 By the mid-1660s, Myingeen (Wolf),
a chief of the Beaver clan from the French River, led warriors from several clans and
defeated the Haudenosaunee,56 returning to their ancestral lands in the eastern Great
Lakes basin near the Wendat/Wyandot (Huron).57 About that time, a rough line beginning
at Parry Sound separated the two groups.58 By the 1670s, some members of the Beaver
clan were living on Georgian Bay and the Ottawa had retaken their traditional lands on
Great Manitoulin Island.59 Haudenosaunee harassment for economic and territorial
reasons continued, prompting Anishinaabeg retaliation, which dispersed most of the
Haudenosaunee living south of the Parry Sound line, who retreated to their traditional
lands in present-day New York state. At this time, the Anishinaabe groups resumed
occupancy of their ancestral lands around the Great Lakes as well as Wendake, the lands
of the Wendat/Wyandot (Huron) Confederacy in central Ontario from the
Penetanguishene peninsula of Georgian Bay to Lac Ouentaran (Lake Simcoe).60 In 1700,
the Anishinaabe and Haudenosaunee formally concluded their fifty-year conflict by
agreeing to the Gdoo-naaganinaa (known to the Haudenosaunee as the “Dish with One
Spoon”) treaty.61
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Ceremonies and Healing Societies
Despite the distances between the groups, the Anishinaabeg continued to share
cultural and spiritual beliefs. Several organizations maintained and taught cultural and
spiritual beliefs, including ceremonies. An early scholarly account described four types
of traditional Anishinaabeg healers: “Jessakid,” “Mashki’kike’winini,” “Mide,” and
“Wabeno.”62 The Jessakid, or “juggler,” was
a seer and prophet with the power of communicating with the great turtle spirit in
a tent ceremony. These tents, known as “shaking tents,” consist of four upright
poles wrapped with birch bark, robes, or canvas, [that are] cylindrical in shape.63

The Mashki’kike’winini were men and women who were knowledgeable about the
healing properties of herbs, plants, roots, and berries.64
The Mide were members of the Midewiwin or Grand Medicine Society.
Membership in the Society involved “an acquisition of medicinal plant knowledge,
ceremonies, and teachings.”65 The Midewiwin, which had very early origins, was the best
known of the traditional Anishinaabeg healing organizations. The Midewiwin was at the
centre of the ceremonial cycle from which it guided spiritual relationships.66 The
ceremonies, which were secret, were complicated. As a result, the Mide priests
developed a pictographic or hieroglyphic notation system that served to both preserve and
correctly communicate the many songs, prayers, and ceremonies of the rites of the
Midewiwin.67 Once the hieroglyphics were inscribed on bark panels, the bark panels
were sewn together to form scrolls.68 Only one of the cognoscenti, that is, someone who
had been initiated into the Midewiwin and then had become a high-order practitioner,
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could understand the hieroglyphics. The messenger and trickster Nanabozho often was
said to have brought the powers of the Midewiwin69 to the Anishinaabeg.
Another version of the story that is illustrated in a pictographic bark record
indicates that the Midewiwin were given part of the knowledge imparted to Menabosho,
the first man. The knowledge included the rite and the sacred objects associated with the
ceremonies, notably the drum, rattle, and tobacco, as well as the dog Menabosho, who
was given as a companion.70 As discussed in the next chapter, the Europeans noted that
the Midewiwin were specifically related to the practice of what was termed “medical
magic and sorcery.”71 The Midewiwin conducted most of their ceremonies in the
Mede’wegân’ [sic], or Grand Medicine Lodge.72 When the Anishinaabeg began their
Great Migration from the Waabanakiing (the Land of the Dawn), they tore down the
Grand Medicine Lodge there.73 During their journey westward, the Grand Medicine
Lodge of the Midewiwin was rebuilt and torn down multiple times, such as when they
stopped near Montreal, on the shores of Lake Huron, and at Bow-e-ing (Sault Ste. Marie),
until finally it was erected again on the Island of La Pointe, that is, present-day Madeline
Island on Lake Superior.74 In this way, the Anishinaabeg spiritually and ceremonially
marked the land as they moved through it. Subsequent migration of the Anishinaabeg
gradually resulted in the emergence of variations of the original Midewiwin traditions.75
The Midewiwin has been described as being “both a guide for correct Living and a
method of healing.”76 The Society had different levels of membership termed “Orders.”
Anishinaabe men and women were not automatically admitted to the Midewiwin, but
rather they had to pass an initiation in order to join the society. Preparation for initiation,
which took place only at certain times, involved fasting.77 The members of the
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Midewiwin society conducted ceremonies on the land and taught the Anishinaabe people
to gather and use medicines from the land. In these ways, the Midewiwin served to create
spiritual spaces and ceremonial places on the land for the Anishinaabeg. The
Anishinaabeg recognized that the power of the Society could be used for evil as well as
for good. Traditional Anishinaabeg stories suggested a connection existed between
Underwater Manitous and other water creatures and the Midewiwin.78 Although the
Underwater Manitous were feared, the Anishinaabeg did not punish the Society members
for this connection. Instead of undermining the power, influence, and role of the
Midewiwin society, its dubious connection to water monsters and its dual capability for
evil and protection is consistent with the ambiguity inherent in the Anishinaabeg
worldview.79 The Midewiwin could intercede to bring a balance between good and evil.
Midewiwin practitioners could link places to unseen spaces and increase the safety of
waterways. As a result of this ability, the Anishinaabeg could accommodate the risks as
well as the benefits of the Midewiwin, especially in view of the importance of spirituality
to the people.
Unlike the Midewiwin, little is known outside of Anishinaabe cultures about the
Waubunowin, the Society of the Dawn, which played an important role in preparing for
and surviving war.80 When a war party was organized, a Wabeno traditional healer, who
was a Waubunowin practitioner, would be requested to prepare Waubunowushk, a
medicine that embodied the Mystery of Continued Life, a gift of the Great Spirit. Every
member of the war party carried a small bundle that held Waubunowushk. It was
believed that Waubunowushk could render the enemy's bad and protective medicines
ineffective.81 The origin of the society's name is obscure, but it may simply have referred
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to its practice of working at night and stopping at daybreak.82 The Waubunowin was
rumoured to have been formed either by rogue members of the Third Order of the
Midewiwin or by sorcerers who once had threatened the Anishinaabeg.83 Regardless of
its origins, while the Anishinaabe people usually respected the Waubunowin from a safe
distance, every autumn most people in the community participated in the public portion
of the Ceremony in Petition for Life and Health that was led by members of the
Waubunowin.84 Membership in the Waubunowin, which seemed to be limited to men,85
meant that a person could not also be a member of the Midewiwin.86
Spirituality was important to the Anishinaabeg’s everyday lives and to their
governance.87 In addition to places, activities could be spirited:
Not every Manitou [spirit, genie] is tied to a particular locale but may instead be
associated with particular seasons, directions, or undertakings.88

In many cases, however, spirituality was connected to places through spiritedness (genius
loci) and through the performance of ceremonies, whether those ceremonies were formal,
such as those organized and led by the Midewiwin, or informal, as in the placing of
tobacco and praying for safe passage. As Bellfy (2001) reported,
the land was not separable from who they were, in both the cultural and the
physical sense. True to this imperative, the Anishnabeg [sic] viewed the land as
part of them and they as part of it.89

For the Anishinaabeg, places were not limited to land. Water was as much a place as land
was. Water held great significance, not just for drinking, transportation, and fishing, but
also because it was spirited. The sacredness of water is reflected by its presence in many
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traditional beliefs and practices.90 Although Anishinaabe men and women shared these
beliefs and practices, women played important roles with respect to water, such as
leading moon ceremonies to honour water.91 Water was significant on many levels,
personal, community, clan, national, and spiritual.92 Water gave life and, in return, this
gift imposed duties and responsibilities.93 Water also was associated with cleansing and
purification.94 Like land, water was a living force to be stewarded rather than a
commodity that could be bought and sold.95 Various monsters were believed to live in
the water. As a result, prayers were offered for safekeeping and tobacco was offered as a
gift to calm the monsters.
Perhaps because they were surrounded and protected by water, islands were
important to the Anishinaabeg. Islands figured largely in their migration story. The
Great Migration ended once the Anishinaabeg reached Michilimackinac Island. The
Ottawa, remained in the general area until contact and, as the most easterly of the three
Anishinaabe groups, the Ottawa may have been encountered first by the Europeans.96
Michilimackinac continued to be an important cultural, political, and economic centre.
Anishinaabe historian Corbiere (2017) noted that, “As a council fire, Michilimackinac
was the place to trade, barter, council, renew alliances, settle disputes, and receive news
and presents.”97 A second Anishinaabe group, the Potawatomi, moved around Lake
Michigan.98 A third Anishinaabe group, the Ojibwa, who were also known as Chippewa,
Mississauga, and Saulteaux (which were not names that they called themselves), moved
northward and westward.99 Some of the Ojibwa stayed at the “Falls of Sault Ste. Marie,”
the rapids of Saint Mary's River near the outlet to Lake Superior.100 Their migration and
subsequent movement around the Great Lakes demonstrate that mobility and place71
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making were fundamental to the Anishinaabe presence in present-day northern United
States and southwestern and central Ontario. Mobility also helped the Anishinaabeg to
maintain their collective identity.
The Council of Three Fires or Three Fires Confederacy
Although they had divided into distinct tribes as a result of what Warren (1885)
attributed to “natural causes,”101 the Potawatomi, the Ottawa, and the Ojibwa (Chippewa)
sustained a close relationship for several centuries through membership in a Confederacy
known collectively as the Three Fires Confederacy102 or the Council of Three Fires.103
Whether Anishinaabe wampum records have been lost or simply have not been revealed
to non-Indigenous settlers, few details are available concerning the Council’s formation.
Contemporary Anishinaabeg set its formation as pre-contact and its purposes as political
and military.104 In addition to speaking Anishinaabemowin, the three groups shared many
cultural beliefs.105 The Council served to maintain their control over their extensive
territory and to protect the region from encroachment by other Indigenous groups.106 The
alliance fought the Anishinaabeg's main enemies, the Sioux and the Haudenosaunee.107
Council meetings might be held at any of the following culturally important places:
Bawating (Sault Ste. Marie), Great Manitoulin Island, Mjikaning (the Narrows between
Lakes Couchiching and Simcoe), the Penetanguishene Peninsula, the Credit River (on the
north shore of Lake Ontario), and Bkejwanong (Walpole Island). Of the Council of Three
Fires’ regular meeting places, the most central and one of the most frequented was
Michilimackinac.
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At meetings of the Council of the Three Fires, the Ojibwa were addressed as the
“older brother,” the Ottawa as the “middle brother,” and the Potawatomi as the “younger
brother.”108 These labels reinforced the significance of social relations and the
recognition of kinship relations. References to the three Anishinaabe nations specifically
in that order (Ojibwa, Ottawa, and Potawatomi) were taken to signify the Council of
Three Fires. In addition, each “family member” played a particular role. The Ojibwa
were the “keepers of the faith” and the Ottawa were the “keepers of trade,” while the
Potawatomi were designated as the metaphorical “keepers/maintainers of the fire,” that
is, the keepers of the prophecies, who acted as “peacemakers who brought together rival
tribes for feasts and to arbitrate disputes.”109
In 1634, when conflict arose between Dakota and Winnebago and the
Anishinaabeg and Wendat/Wyandot (Huron) because of competition arising from the fur
trade, on behalf of the French, Jean Nicolet negotiated a peace which lasted for several
years.110 Peace brokering to protect their economic interests in “New France” became a
habit for the French, who negotiated a series of truces and treaties in the seventeenth and
eighteenth centuries, as in 1671, 1678, 1680, and 1685.111 After the American Revolution
in the late 1700s, the nations negotiated separate treaties with the United States and
Britain. At the same time, both countries increasingly distinguished between “American”
and “British” Indigenous groups and strengthened their recognition of the border. These
situations served to reduce the cohesiveness of the Council of Three Fires. Gradually,
cross-border Councils were discontinued, but Councils continued in Canada.
Communication between bands was maintained through the use of appointed runners
who carried messages. Chiefs and their delegations traveled to the Councils and stayed
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in tents or with members of the host Nation.112 In the 1700s, all three Anishinaabe
nations took turns hosting Councils.113 At each Council, in addition to the central
Council fire, the Ojibwa, Ottawa, and Potawatomi had their own fires.
The Ojibwa, Ottawa, and Potawatomi fires provided a location around which each
Nation's discussions could take place. Chiefs, who led by persuasion rather than
coercion,114 worked to gain agreement on positions. Nations included several totemic
groups. Chiefs and principal men sought to achieve a consensus first within their
respective Nations and then in the Council as a whole. Well-established rules of
procedure were followed at Councils. Once a Nation's members agreed on a position,
this decision was made known to the larger Council.115 Discussions were not made in
haste. Depending on their importance and on how much agreement had been reached,
topics could take days to discuss.116 During the seventeenth- and eighteenth-centuries,
the Confederacy had relationships with numerous Indigenous nations as well as with the
French.117 In 1764, ratification of the Royal Proclamation of 1763 at the Great Treaty of
Niagara initiated the Anishinaabeg's diplomatic relationship with Britain.118 Despite this
relationship and perhaps because of ongoing conflict between Britain the United States,
the Council's power waned over time. Although the Council meetings continued into the
nineteenth century, attention paid to the Council's joint decisions decreased in parallel
with the decline in the Indigenous groups’ status as allies and independent nations.119
Records from the Councils held between 1840 and 1880 have proven difficult to
locate. Council records would traditionally have been kept by Indigenous peoples in
wampum when the occasion warranted. Their absence may have reflected growing
literacy in English, although this seems unlikely. Councils would have been documented
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in settler records only when colonial officials were aware of the Councils and especially
when Councils were relevant to the defense of European territorial or economic interests.
It is more likely that these records have been either lost or protected from non-Indigenous
settlers. Over time, the Council role declined as traditional structures and procedures
were replaced,120 often after being imposed with new ones by the colonial government.
As a result of these socio-political, geographical, and historical differences, the
Anishinaabe Nations developed different histories and relationships with each other.121
Some of these differences are illuminated in the case study of the post-dispossession
mobility of some “American” Anishinaabe groups (see Chapter 6). The Anishinaabe
Nations that lived in close proximity were able to maintain close relations and so their
political and economic connections persisted long after contact with the Europeans. For
example, within the constraints of growing colonial control and increasing settler
population, leasing the "Chippewa Fisheries" at the Saugeen Fishing Islands to the Huron
Fishing Company in 1834122 was a nineteenth-century example of the Anishinaabeg
exercising their sovereign power over their respective resources while attempting to
protect those resources using a colonial mechanism of tenure.
Anishinaabe groups each comprised a number of bands. A band comprised a
number of families who were related either by totem, blood, or marriage. The
Anishinaabeg valued specific qualities in men and women. Anishinaabe men were
appreciated for their generosity and for their skill at hunting,123 which was considered
prestigious. As Kay (1979) has argued, “Hunting was a major source of personal prestige
and religious belief among Native Americans, reflecting their perceptions of themselves
and their role in the natural world.”124 In contrast, Anishinaabe women were valued for
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how well they could cook, sew, and mend, and for being even tempered.125 When a
spouse died, the surviving spouse was expected to wait a year before remarrying. Other
than in certain circumstances in warfare, people who died were buried in very specific
ways. Warren (1885) reported that
When an Ojibway dies, his body is placed in a grave, generally in a sitting
posture, facing the west. With the body are buried all the articles needed in life for
a journey. If a man, his gun, blanket, kettle, fire steel, flint and moccasins; if a
woman, her moccasins, axe, portage collar, blanket and kettle.126

For most of the year, bands typically lived far apart because of the large amount of land
required to sustain the hunting and gathering necessary to support each band. Mobility
was necessitated by having to go to where the food was expected to be. The changing
seasons meant the Indigenous groups changed their locations and activities on the land.
This mobility is commonly referred to as seasonal rounds.
Seasonal Rounds and Seasonal Living
Like many Indigenous groups, the Anishinaabeg had seasonal rounds. As the
Anishinaabe peoples moved through their seasonal rounds, they could encounter each
other unintentionally. Trappers and hunters could work wherever they chose within their
respective territories. Boundaries were established through extended occupation and
consistent use by a particular family group or a specific band.127 A 1984 survey of
northern Ojibwa groups’ land uses confirmed that these practices continued well after the
nineteenth-century, which suggested that they were characteristic of many northern
Anishinaabeg.128 In addition, the longevity of these practices indicated that they were
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required and that they were efficacious in sustaining livelihoods in the face of increasing
non-Indigenous settlement and development and decreasing land on which to fish, hunt,
and gather food, medicines, and ceremonial plants. Usually Anishinaabe people inherited
their trapping and hunting area from their parents and grandparents.129 Because of the
length of time that families used their areas, the territories and their boundaries were well
known to the other people in their band.130 As was the case for other Anishinaabe,
boundaries were respected because everyone was aware of the others’ dependence on
hunting and trapping for survival.131 In times of scarcity of game and fur-bearing
animals, territories would be made available for others to share. Granting such
permission helped ensure the people's survival.132 Some scarcity was the result of natural
cycles resulting from climate changes or the prey-predator cycle133 or from natural
disasters such as forest fires. The rabbit-predator cycle, for example, is a seven-year
cycle.134 Another reason for sharing territories was in the interest of conservation.
Sometimes areas would be left untrapped for a few years to allow time for the animal
population to renew itself.135 Facilitating this recovery helped ensure the animals’
survival. For this reason, too, families might regularly alternate sharing their territories
with those of other families.136
North of Lake Superior and Lake Huron, the liminalities of the family and band
territories acted as buffers. There trappers began to meet trappers from other groups.137
Other bands also knew the boundaries of territories. The threshold zones were sometimes
known as “sharing-dividing” areas or lines.138 All of the trappers were free to trap in the
threshold zones marking the edges of territories.139 These zones provided opportunities
for trappers from different regions to visit and trap together for a few days.140 In these
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areas, it was not unusual for a trapper coming upon someone else's trap, to remove the
animal, replenish the bait, and then leave the animal in a conspicuous place so that it was
protected from predators and the trap owner could find it easily on his return.141 In
practical terms, boundaries also were established by accessibility, that is, by how far the
people could travel.142
While fishing was a year-round activity, it was also a seasonal activity since it was
driven by the species that were available at different times to the Ottawa, Ojibwa, and
Pottawatomi. It was common to make offerings of tobacco before fishing.143 Fish was a
staple part of the Ojibwa diet.144 Although the Ojibwa fished all year round, the species
of fish that they caught varied with the season.145 In addition, while the species of fish
available to catch varied somewhat with location, some species such as whitefish were
common throughout the Great Lakes basin. For the northern Ojibwa, the primary species
of fish caught during the year included whitefish, herring, pike, pickerel, sturgeon,
lakefish, and smelt.146 Additional species included suckers, rainbow trout, red suckers,
and eel.147 Pike and pickerel were commonly available in the spring, sturgeon in the
early summer, and whitefish in the fall.148 Typically, all of the streams, rivers, and lakes
in their respective territories were used for fishing.149
The methods used to fish were appropriate to the season. When the water was
open, the men could use spears or nets from the shoreline, from canoes, or at wooden fish
weirs, such at the 5,000-year-old weirs at Mjikaning (the Narrows between Lakes
Couchiching and Simcoe in present-day central Ontario).150 In winter, men could fish
with lures or spears through holes cut in the ice.151 In the spring and fall, men and
women would gather to catch and prepare the fish.152 Some of the fish that were caught
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were preserved to eat during the berry-picking season in the summer.153 In general, fish
that were not required to eat immediately could be smoked or preserved in brine, which
used salt as a preservative.154 Different preservation methods seemed suited to different
species. For example, trout leant itself to being stored in brine while whitefish tasted
better when it had been either smoked over a fire or dried on racks near a fire.155 In
addition to being a food source for people, some fish might be used to bait traps while
other fish would be used to feed the dog teams.156 Like fishing, snaring rabbits was a
year-round activity. For this reason, like fish, rabbits were considered a staple food.157
Rabbit fur was tanned and then used to make linings for moccasins and mittens.158
Rabbit shoulder blades were used to make spoons.159 Unlike the year-round nature of
fishing and rabbit hunting, some activities were specific to a migratory pattern.
Waterfowl were hunted during their annual migrations.160 Waterfowl such as
ducks and geese were hunted in great quantities and then were smoked and stored in
leather containers for later use.161 Like smoked meats, smoked waterfowl took a lot of
preparation before they could be eaten. First, the smoked food had to be ground into a
powdered form and then either mixed with animal fat or boiled for a long time before it
was edible.162 Alternatively, the powder might be mixed with berries or other foods.163
The effort required to smoke meat and waterfowl was worthwhile because properly
smoked meat and waterfowl could last up to ten years.164 Nothing was wasted. The
grease from geese was favoured as a medicine, especially to treat colds. Bear grease was
rendered and use for cooking, for lamps, or to mix with smoked meats or fowl for
eating.165 In addition, bear grease might be used for making soap and bear meat might be
smoked so it could be eaten later.166 Accordingly, bear were usually only hunted in the
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fall when they had prepared for their winter hibernation by putting on fat.167 Successful
hunts were marked by feasts at which Elders told stories of past hunts and ceremonies
were “held to acknowledge the bounty and to thank the Great Spirit for the use of the
animal and to thank the animal for having made itself available to the hunter.”168 In
contrast, some southern Anishinaabeg would honour deer killed in hunts by throwing the
first piece away or into a fire.169 Unlike the year-round nature of fishing and rabbit
hunting and the migratory pattern specificity of waterfowl hunting, some activities were
specific to a season.
The fall hunt sought deer, moose, bear, ducks, geese, loon, and partridge, and, for
the northern Anishinaabeg, caribou. Temporary camps were set up until enough meat had
been collected for the tribe. Meat was divided among the hunters, who brought it back so
the women could dry it for the winter. Hunting in canoes was preferred as the hunters
could move more quickly over water than they could through the forest, plus the animals
they sought frequented marshes and the shoreline. In addition, it was convenient to stop
the canoes to hunt the small game that the hunters used to feed themselves during the
hunt for the big game. It also was convenient to be able to easily gain access to the
materials (birchbark, coniferous gum, etc.) that might be required to repair the canoes.
Trapping was a common activity during the winter months. The time when the
Anishinaabeg trappers had to leave for their respective hunting grounds depended on
their location. For example, the Mississauga of Mud, Scugog, and Rice Lakes did not
have to leave for their hunting grounds as early as the Chippewa of Lakes Huron and
Simcoe, whose hunting grounds were more northerly, where the earlier onset of winter
made access more difficult. Some groups walked to their territories while others
80

DIFFERING FACTORS IN DISPOSSESSIONS, 1820-1865
travelled by canoe.170 The Anishinaabeg hunted and fished as they travelled in order to
obtain fresh food.171
During the winter, many people relied on the food they had put by in the summer
and fall. Some of the food that could help last the winter, such as corn, might have been
obtained in exchange for furs. Depending on the region, the Anishinaabeg ate dried corn,
meat, fish, and waterfowl, wild rice, and berries, as well as fish that might be caught
through the ice, rabbits that might be snared, and beaver that might be trapped.
Depending on their location, the primary fur-bearing animals sought included beaver,
mink, marten, muskrat, weasel, fox, otter, lynx, fisher, wolf, and rabbits.172 Of these
animals, in addition to its fur, beaver was prized as food, especially the tail, which was
considered a delicacy.173 Furs were exchanged for trade goods, such as metal pots and
cloth. Most people would leave the trapping areas in early to late spring.174
The Anishinaabeg were accomplished in a number of arts, such as weaving,
beadwork that had somewhat superseded porcupine quillwork after 1800, and birch bark
work, in all of which they demonstrated distinctive styles and techniques.175 During the
winter, the women who had remained in villages rather than going out on the land would
dress the deer skins from the fall hunt, make moccasins and clothing, and do beadwork,
for example on bags and baskets. The bags, which might be decorated with sacred
Thunderbirds, Underwater Panthers, snakes, or other powerful Manitous (mysteries),
were made by many Anishinaabe groups from the north and from present-day Michigan
and northern Wisconsin,176 as well as from the Penetanguishene Peninsula.
In the early spring, the trappers would return to the woods. This was a good time
to harvest animals while they still retained their winter coats. The hunters would rely on
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small game, for example, muskrat meat, to feed themselves during the spring hunt. They
hunted for muskrat, otter, beaver, mink, marten, wolf, fox, and bear. Depending on the
season, men from the Anishinaabe groups that harvested furs would bring the furs from
their hunting grounds by canoe, snowshoe, or dogsled, to exchange them for goods with
the group, in the north often the Ottawa and in the south often the Potawatomi, who in
turn would exchange them with European fur traders. In the spring, usually in March, the
women, children, and elderly men would go to their respective maple bushes to collect
sap to make into maple sugar, which, in the absence of salt,177 traditionally had been used
throughout the year to season food. In late spring, in areas where the growing season was
long enough, the women planted small gardens of corn, beans, and squash. Despite their
short growing season, some northern Anishinaabeg also planted small gardens.178
Throughout the summer, women gathered foods that grew wild, including berries,
nuts, roots, and wild greens. Berries were harvested in the summer once they ripened.
Where they were available, raspberries and Saskatoon berries were picked as well.179
Strawberries usually ripened in June, chokecherries in July, and blueberries in August.
Many of the herbs and roots used for medicines started becoming available in June.
Cedar roots, for example, were gathered for medicinal and ceremonial purposes.180 The
herbs and roots used for medicines were gathered along with the food. For those who
planted gardens, typically the three sisters, corn, beans, and squash were harvested in
August. After the corn was harvested, depending on how far north the tribe was located,
cranberries and wild rice were harvested either in August or September. Then, the wild
rice was dried in either September or October. This was an opportune time to hunt
migrating waterfowl that were attracted to the wild rice. Preparing the rice was labour82
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intensive as the wild rice had to be gathered, dried, and then the grain had to be separated
from the hull. As a result, several families would work together to prepare the rice,
which could be stored for use in the winter and spring.
During the mid- to late-summer, Anishinaabe peoples could gather together in
greater numbers to socialize in places where fish, berries, and wild rice were abundant.181
For example, for the northern Anishinaabeg, the summer berry picking time was also a
time to visit with their relatives and friends and to hold cultural and religious
ceremonies.182 During the evenings, the summer berry-picking time also afforded time
for dancing and storytelling.183 In addition to berry-picking, fishing, and hunting, while
the people were gathered together in the summer, they might also make clothing such as
moccasins and vests, snowshoes, and birchbark canoes.184 The first frost was the signal
for everyone to reform their smaller groups and to leave for their fall pursuits, thus
resuming another cycle of seasonal rounds.185
Concluding Thoughts About Anishinaabe Spirituality, Relationship, and
Connectedness
This chapter has explored how spirituality, relationship, and connectedness were
woven into Anishinaabe views of self, community, and place, whether that place be land,
water, or sky. Once established in a geographic location, spiritual connections and
ongoing relationships with other-than human and human beings in specific places,
whether on land or island, on water, or in the sky, established the Anishinaabeg’s
individual and collective identities and sustained their sense of belonging. For the
Anishinaabeg, place mattered. As is discussed in the case studies, many of the
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Anishinaabe groups’ decisions and actions demonstrated their place attachment.
Circumstances such as having their land ceded to an unfriendly non-Indigenous
government, being overrun with squatters, a shortage of firewood, or poor soil could and
did compel Anishinaabe groups to leave a place. Despite leaving, however, the groups
only went as far away as they needed to and often circled back to locate themselves as
close to home as possible. Many times, “home” was an island, which, with reference to
either the seven islands or Great Manitoulin Island, links the origin stories to the case
studies and supports one of the key themes identified in this work, that of the importance
of islands and island-like rocky outcrops as they could afford solace or meaningful refuge
to, and freedom to practice their traditional ways for, the Anishinaabeg.
The exploration in this chapter informs the analysis of Anishinaabeg and British
worldviews, values, and beliefs about being and knowledge that is provided in the next
chapter. The conflicts inherent in the differing worldviews are germane to the cases of
dispossession that are studied later in this work. As this analysis shows, Anishinaabe and
British belief systems were different and so, without acceptance of difference,
misunderstandings could happen.
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Chapter 3. “A Quite Different Way of Seeking the Light”1: Anishinaabe and British
Beliefs and Believers

Anishinaabe and British belief systems were unalike and so the absence of mutual
acceptance could lead to misunderstandings. Belief systems influenced perceptions of
appropriate (“ours”) and inappropriate (“theirs”) use of place, property, and territory.
Belief systems influenced identity and sense of place. While a willingness to
accommodate difference may have been forthcoming from Indigenous groups (or, as in
the case of the Anishinaabe peoples, may even have been a characteristic of their
worldview), such tolerance seemed outside the realm of possibility for non-Indigenous
peoples, particularly those of British origin and descent. This chapter explores belief
systems by comparing and contrasting Anishinaabe and British ontologies,
epistemologies, axiologies, and worldviews. The Indigenous worldviews were primarily
those of the Anishinaabe groups, in particular, the Potaganasee (Northern Ojibwa),
Chippewa, Ottawa, and Potawatomi. The western Judeo-Christian worldview of interest
was that held by people of British origin and descent.
Consideration of the theoretical foundations of Anishinaabe and British belief
systems is necessary to understand how the differences, similarities, and hybridities
manifested themselves in practice. Such consideration is important for two reasons.
First, the one factor consistent in most Anishinaabeg dispossessions was the British
attitude of superiority, entitlement, and duty to God and Empire, which collectively
dominated their thinking, thus relegating Indigenous peoples to being inconvenient relics
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of a distant past. This dismissal may have been facilitated by an expectation and a belief.
Settlers understood that they had to be self-sufficient. With the exception of potential
economic support from kin already present in Upper Canada2 and some make-shift local
charitable groups, there was no formal social support system in place in Upper Canada.
As a result, likely the settlers expected others, including Indigenous people, to be selfsufficient as well, although this attitude disregarded the fact that the settlers’ presence had
removed their means of self-sufficiency. Moreover, the liberal belief that individuals
“naturally” pursued their own self-interest may have been extended to believe that surely
Indigenous peoples pursued their own self-interests as well, and so they would and
should take care of themselves.3 Second, the Anishinaabeg’s dispossessions were rooted
in British structures, such as the British legal system and legal practices, including
common law and recognition of squatters’ rights, and the Imperial and colonial
governance offices and hierarchy, that were reproduced in Upper Canada and later
Canada West and that initially informed American institutions as well.
In this section, Anishinaabe and British ontologies, epistemologies, and axiologies
are compared and contrasted to illustrate their differences and frequent oppositions.
While cognizant that ontology, epistemology, and axiology are Western concepts, these
terms are useful as they provide ways to approach an assessment of different ways of
understanding and being in the world.
Ontological Perspectives: Ways of Being
The term ontology refers to the study of being and the nature of existence and
reality.4 Most human beings learn about the world through experience, observation, and
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experimentation. Through informal learning, behaviour and techniques are learned by
imitating the models provided by others. It is through such modelling that ontological
perspectives can be seen and learned and through which similarities and differences
become apparent. The ontological foundations of Anishinaabe worldviews were
characterized by circularity, relationship, and reciprocity. For Anishinaabe peoples, time
was circular.5 Circularity was taken from the circle of life-birth-death, and the circularity
of seasons,6 in which time was “a circle that returns on itself and repeats fundamental
aspects of experience [… which was] a cyclic point of view.”7 By virtue of having a
place on the circle, everyone and everything were linked together,8 that is, everything was
related and connected. This understanding contrasted with British views concerning the
importance of individualism, especially for individuals’ responsibility for taking care of
themselves and their respective families, and for ownership, profit potential, and
inheritability of land. For an Anishinaabe individual, one’s place on the circle was
prescribed by the clan to which one belonged by birth or adoption.9 The clans could be
envisioned as links that supported each other and as such the circle provided unity.10
Having a place on the circle afforded equal dignity to everyone and everything.11
Similarly, for settlers of British origin and descent, particularly farmers, time was
seasonal and was also measured using the Christian calendar.
In contrast with Anishinaabeg thought, British views of relationship often
reflected the western intellectual concept of duality. 12 Initially, the Greek philosopher
Plato posited a division between the intelligible and the sensible.13 Later, the French
philosopher Descartes posited a mind-body divide.14 Eventually, western thought reified
the intellectual dichotomy between nature and culture.15 The western position
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marginalized most of the world, including plants, animals, rocks, and waterways, which
were not considered to be thinking actors. This situation contributed to westerners
placing human beings at the centre of the world. In contrast, to the Anishinaabe,
circularity meant that human beings were part of Creation rather than being at the centre
of the world.16 The human-centricity of biblical thinking implies and requires deficit
thinking about the earth. The following quote suggested that the earth exists for the
convenience of human beings, which may have prompted the Judeo-Christian concept of
dominion. This concept is expressed in Genesis 1:26 in the Bible:
And God said, Let us make man in our image, after our likeness: and let them
have dominion over the fish of the sea, and over the fowl of the air, and over the
cattle, and over all the earth, and over every creeping thing that creepeth upon the
earth.

In contrast to the linearity inherent in “creeping,” circularity supported harmony within
and among the different elements, including one’s relationship with the Creator.17 It
likely was this circularity too that made the grave sites, burial grounds, and their
ancestors’ bones so important to so many Indigenous peoples. For some Indigenous
peoples, including the Anishinaabeg, an individual's relationship to the circle
was achieved through concerted effort on developing the spirit through prayer,
meditation, vision quests, fasting, ceremony, and in other ways of communicating
with the Creator.18
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For the Anishinaabeg,
man is the mysterious combination of soul and body, and that it is the soul that
activates. It exists, in a sense, outside of our ordinary reality, but impinges upon
it constantly, making us come alive in physical reality.19

Also present with humankind in the two realities were multiple spirits. Warren (1885)
reported that, while the Ojibwa “believe[d] in a multiplicity of spirits which pervade[d]
all nature, yet all these [were] subordinate to the one Great Spirit of good” who was the
“overruling Creator and Master of Life.”20 Ke-che-mun-e-do (Great Spirit) was “the
name used by the Ojibways [sic] for the being equivalent to our [Judeo-Christian] God,”
however, his name was not called upon frequently.21 In fact, the Ojibwa
seldom even ever mention his name unless in their Me-dawe and other religious
rites, and in their sacrificial feasts; and then an address to him, however trivial, is
always accompanied with a sacrifice of tobacco or some other article deemed
precious by the Indian. They never use his name in vain, and there is no word in
their language expressive of a profane oath, or equivalent to the many words used
in profane swearing by their more enlightened [sic] white brethren.22

For the Anishinaabeg, all spirited things were connected by circularity such that
everything was always present, without beginning or end.23 All flora, fauna, rocks, and
human and other-than-human beings were related through “strands connecting all parts of
creation.”24 Moreover, it was necessary to respect the agency of other-than-human
beings:
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According to the Anishinabe [sic], storms indicate that the Thunderbirds (the sky
manitou) are hunting the Mishebeshu (the water manitou) [... and so the
Anishinaabeg did not] venture onto a lake in a storm [which would place them
between the Thunderbirds] and their prey.25

Because of its spiritedness, relationship, and reciprocity, all life, whether human or otherthan-human, was considered sacred.26 It was not a great leap from being given dominion
over fish to exerting dominion over people. The concept of dominion contrasted directly
with the Anishinaabe idea of being part of nature.
Another ontological difference concerned creation. A literal interpretation of
Genesis suggested that, for Christians, creation happened once, a long time ago, as did
the Resurrection. Christians looked forward to the Second Coming of Christ sometime in
the future without having any certainty when that might take place. For the
Anishinaabeg, however, creation was dynamic. Creation repeated and renewed itself in
the present, rather than being a single event that happened in the past. For the
Anishinaabeg, Creation expressed a Creator's thought. Events in Anishinaabe creation
stories were reflected in the stars and constellations.27 Similar to creation, the afterlife
was dynamic. Like other-than-human beings, the spirits of dead people could choose to
visit people while they were dreaming. Belief in a dynamic afterlife was strong. For
example, Hallowell (1940) reported "the well-known association of the Northern Lights
with the playing [lacrosse, singing, drumming,] and dancing of the deceased in
djibaidkiyg [the spirit (ghost) land]."28 The Anishinaabeg also recognized that the dream
world afforded greater mobility than did the physical world. As a result, this “inner
connection” was central to the Anishinaabe worldview. The Anishinaabeg perceived the
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cosmos as an entity rather than as a random abstraction, although the Anishinaabeg did
recognize the existence of, and the need to communicate with, both evil and good
spirits.29 The capacity for people to listen was essential so that they could learn the
lessons offered by the cosmos, thus linking Anishinaabe ontology to epistemology.
Epistemological Perspectives: Ways of Knowing
While ontology concerns the study of being, of what is, the term epistemology
concerns the study of knowledge, including “the nature, sources, and limits of
knowledge,” and so a central question is: “What constitutes knowledge?”30
Epistemology further questions
“the origin of knowledge; the place of experience and reason in generating
knowledge; the relationship between knowledge and certainty [... and to issues ...]
such as the nature of truth and the nature of experience and meaning.”31

In other words, epistemology could be understood as a theory of knowledge, which here
is taken to mean a “theory of learning, discovery, and invention.”32 Knowledge (2010)
has been defined as the “apprehension of fact or truth with the mind; clear and certain
perception of fact or truth; the state or condition of knowing fact or truth [...] That is,
‘justified true belief.’ ”33 While different groups might agree on such a definition of
knowledge, the agreement likely would end immediately upon considering what
“justified true belief” is acceptable and, therefore, what other beliefs are not justified or
justifiable. For the Anishinaabeg, existence was a state of being in relationship with, and
connected to, everything. In turn, knowledge was socially embedded in the human
beings and other-than-human beings to whom an individual was connected. This view
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contrasted with that of the west in general and the British in particular, where, at least to
some degree, literacy could allow knowledge to be separated from its context, where
affluence and circumstance permitted.
Although the same segmentation was not as strong as it was for western academic
disciplines, many types of Indigenous knowledge existed, for example, local knowledge,
practical knowledge, and traditional ecological knowledge (TEK).34 This diversity likely
reflected the Anishinaabeg’s various activities. Similarly, the differing knowledge and
practices of the Midewiwin degrees reflected different levels of ability or
accomplishment. Being a practitioner of the Midewiwin rites and a member of the
Society carried with it great prestige among the Anishinaabe people. Reflecting the four
chambers of the Grand Medicine Lodge,35 the Midewiwin had four degrees (levels or
orders) of practitioners, who frequently have been referred to as “medicine (wo)men” or
“shamans,” that is, as men (typically) or women (less frequently) "who [were] regarded
as having direct access to, and influence in, the spirit world which is usu.[ally]
manifested during a trance and empowers them to guide souls, cure illnesses, etc."36
Application of the various types of knowledge depended on the perceived cause of the
patient’s unwellness. While injuries such as those suffered in combat might appear to
have a direct causal link, for example, illnesses were believed to result from offending a
spirit, from being imbalanced or out of harmony, or from being possessed by a demon.
Medical treatment followed belief. Some scholars have argued that Anishinaabe societies
such as the Midewiwin were not “secret,” but rather their members’ words and ways were
incomprehensible to people of British origin and descent because of their enculturation as
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westerners and because they had not completed the purification that was necessary for
comprehension.37 Western authors have often described the Midewiwin practitioners as
possessing “mystic power.”38 The Midewiwin practitioners’ mystic powers were
supported and developed by the repetition inherent in oral transmission of information as
well as by practical, tangible mnemonic aids.
Small pieces of bark were sometimes engraved, almost like notes, but the most
important sacred records were made on panels of bark that were sewn together to
form scrolls, sometimes 10 or 12 feet in length. On the soft inner surface of the
spring bark the symbols for an entire ceremony could be engraved or impressed
with a sharp awl of bone or antler.39

The objects associated with ceremonies and the bedside practices of the Midewiwin
priests were sacred,40 as were their objectives. The role of the Midewiwin practitioners
was to prolong life and to assist those who requested it.41 The sacred gifts given to the
Midewiwin to undertake this work included a drum,42 a rattle, tobacco, and a dog.43 The
sacred drum “was to be used at the side of the sick and when invoking the presence and
assistance of the Great Spirit.”44 The sacred rattle enabled the practitioner to prolong the
lives of their patients.45 The tobacco represented peace, while the dog at that time was a
companion.46 The Midewiwin were instructed to build a lodge in which to practice the
rites and into which the spirits could be present to support the ceremonies.47 Through
purpose-built lodges and through the collection and use of medicines from the land,
Anishinaabeg knowledge, such as that concerning healing and wellness, was linked to
spirituality and to the materiality of land and its resources.
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Anishinaabe knowledge, including the knowledge of the Midewiwin, began with
the Teachings they were given by the Creator. Communicated from generation to
generation thereafter, the Teachings provided guidance regarding how to be a good
person and how to live a good life.48 Describing the Teachings as “oral reference
libraries,” Rheault (1997) described the Teachings as a storehouse of cultural and social
knowledge.49 By engaging the Teachings in their daily lives, Anishinaabe individuals
could contribute to the harmony and balance that the Ojibwa believed were necessary in
the whole of creation.50 From the Anishinaabe perspective, the term “person” included
both human and non-human51 beings. Non-human or other-than-human beings could be
connected to the land, water, or sky. For example, Anishinaabe people could have
referred to a Teaching, animal, stone, or ceremonial pipe as a person.52 Anthropologist
Hallowell (1976) reported that
at the level of individual behavior, the interaction of the Ojibwa with certain kinds
of plants and animals in everyday life is so structured culturally that individuals
act as if they were dealing with “persons” who both understand what is being said
to them and have volitional capacities as well.53

For the Anishinaabeg, the land embodied and recorded their spirituality while also being
a place that materially and physically supported both community and solitude.54 Rocks,
trees, and land formations all could be spirited.
In addition to the Teachings, Anishinaabe and other Indigenous epistemologies
were based on several ways of knowing, including observation, interaction, and
dreaming. Indigenous knowledge has been characterized as being process oriented rather
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than subject-object relationship-oriented and, as a result, as having a focus on process,
relations, and community.55 As Radin (1914) noted, for Native North Americans,
“everything that is perceived by the sense [sic], thought of, felt and dreamt of, exists.”56
Like some other Indigenous groups, the Anishinaabeg believed in the importance of
dreams and visions.57 Dreams, visions “divinations,” and ceremonies all were means of
communication with the spirits.58 Accordingly, they were accepted ways for the
Anishinaabeg to gain knowledge as well as to be in relationship with, and connected to,
everything. Dreams and visions were thresholds that allowed contact to be made with
Creation59 and with mythical time, which is ever-present but not easily viewed.60 For the
western Anishinaabeg (who the French called the Saulteaux), “dream experiences were
classified as ‘real’ experiences.”61 Dorson (1952) argued that learning took place in the
dream world, asserting that “Ojibwa go to school in dreams.”62 It was during dreams that
an individual could come into contact with “the powerful ‘persons’ of the other-thanhuman class.”63 Such contact was welcomed. Dumont (1976) reported that
The purpose of the dream-fast experience [was] to establish access to this nonordinary (and mythical) reality, and to maintain relationship with it throughout the
rest of the lifetime. [...] Ojibwa man [sic] [was] always religious man because he
knows that, as a “soul/body” he moves about in both ordinary and non-ordinary
reality.64

Accordingly, it was necessary to maintain a balance between these two realities. One
northern Ojibwa man recounted that it had taken four attempts for him to receive a
vision.65 The attempts began when he was nine years old. The first year, he did not hear
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any spirits. The second year, he heard the trees talking. The third year his experience
was “full of dreams and visions.” Finally, in the fourth year, he travelled in the four
directions around the world with the spirits.66 Establishing this close connection with the
spirit world was essential to independence for a man as a person, as a hunter, and as a
warrior.67
Rather than being isolated, young women were visited by older women, often
their grandmothers, who would teach the young women advanced technical skills as well
as the social skills required for appropriate behavior for women.68 A child’s initial name
and the name received during a vision quest most effectively described “the essential
person.”69 Such quests were undertaken in order for children to become adults. Land,
resources, and family supervision were required for these quests and for the ceremonies
that sustained Anishinaabe beliefs. Accordingly, when colonialism dispossessed the
Anishinaabeg, they not only were alienated from land, resources, and family networks,
but their individual spiritual health and collective cultural identities were disrupted. As
Thomson (2016) has explained, “For Indigenous people, land and place give meaning to
all relationships and ways of being.”70 For many Indigenous people, land was not simply
physical, and it was not fixed or static. Rather, it was
a process of interactions, a process of changes and a process that’s ongoing [...,
requiring the] connection to and from the individual, and the connection of the
family, and the connection to community, and how that intersects to the natural
world.71

Accordingly, since “social interaction and communication are central in building
identity,”72 then the loss of social interaction and communication with human and other96
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than-human beings when alienated from land, resources, and family networks damaged
identity and prevented culturally coherent identity formation for subsequent generations.
Axiological Perspectives: Values and Ethics
While ontology concerns the study of being and epistemology concerns the study
of knowledge, axiology concerns the study of values and ethics. In western philosophy,
Axiology, or value theory, represents an attempt to bring the disparate discussion
of values under a single heading, covering a wide area of critical analysis and
debate that includes truth, utility, goodness, beauty, right conduct, and obligation.
There is a direct focus on the purported value of matters such as human life,
knowledge, wisdom, freedom, love, justice, self-fulfillment, and well-being.73

Because of the circularity, relationship, and reciprocity characteristic of Anishinaabe
worldviews, spirituality was central to the Anishinaabe people’s lives and to the
centrality of being in relationship with, and connected to, everything. Similarly, most
people of British origin and descent at that time subscribed to Christianity and many
attempted to live in accordance with at least some of its precepts.
The axiological guides for the British, however, frequently were external and
textual. For example, Biblical texts such as the Ten Commandments were referenced to
govern behaviour and scientific data was referenced to judge the evidence of reality or
the “truth.” The Victorian British valued the qualities of thrift and industry. In contrast,
the axiological perspective of the Anishinaabeg frequently was external (although this
externality was not necessarily visible to Europeans) and oral. For example, the
Teachings that were given by the Creator are referenced to govern behaviour as well as to
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judge the truth of evidence. Archibald (2001) identified the cultural values of Indigenous
peoples as respect, responsibility, reciprocity, and reverence.74 Cultural values were
expected not solely to be understood but also to be practiced in everyday life.75 Through
practice, the Anishinaabeg gained the experiential knowledge they valued, which
contrasted with the objective knowledge often sought by the British.
The Anishinaabeg valued the gifts they had been given by the Creator.76 The
Anishinaabe also valued diversity. As elderly Ojibwa war Chief Oshawana stated in his
second speech during an 1844 debate on Walpole Island between him and younger
Ojibwa Chief Petrokeshig and a senior Jesuit priest, “we see differences in all things,
according to the will of the Great Spirit.”77 Chief Oshawana pointed out that birds fly
differently, fish swim differently, and different trees have different bark.78 People’s
spirituality also differed. Chief Oshawana believed that westerners79 were mistaken in
their belief in one way (theirs) to know “God” and to deserve “God’s blessings.” He
explained
I, a savage man, received from my ancestor a quite different way of seeking the
light. In his kindness toward my ancestor, the Great Spirit gave him this precious
gift. My ancestor gave it to me, and I shall pass it on to my children […] I know
these truths. The Great Spirit taught them to me through my Ancestor. My way
of seeking light is right for me.80

The preceding analysis provided context from which to explore some of the differences
between worldviews that are analyzed next in this chapter. While recognizing that many
British people also valued their religion, primarily Christianity, as is analyzed in the next
section, their values and views on land and its uses had utilitarian and transactional
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characteristics that differed quite distinctly from those of the Anishinaabeg. It is
important to consider this topic because the differences between Anishinaabe and British
worldviews help illuminate the ways in which dispossession was damaging. For
example, dispossession disrupted the transmission of knowledge and values because
Anishinaabe knowledge was place-based.
Differing Worldviews
The Indigenous worldviews assessed next are primarily those of the
Anishinaabeg, in particular, the northern Ojibwa, Chippewa, Ottawa, and Potawatomi.
The western Judeo-Christian worldview of interest is that held by people of British origin
and descent. In addition to these worldviews were the hybridized versions that resulted
from the unique conditions of the colony, notably those of Christianized Indigenous
individuals and people of mixed heritage (Indigenous-settler), who were seeing the world
in new ways. Worldviews may be understood as lenses, understandings, or
“explanations.” From Anthropology, Hallowell (1961) defined explanation as “what is
intellectually satisfying when considered within a frame of cognitive reference that is
ultimate because it is deeply embedded in a culturally constituted world view.”81
Foucault described worldviews using the metaphor of “cultural archives.”82 From
Anthropology, Redfield (1952) argued that the concept of worldview
differs from culture, ethos, mode of thought, and national character. It is the
picture the members of a society have of the properties and characters upon their
stage of action.83
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Indigenous and other scholars have argued that “[r]elational understandings are
embedded in the land.”84 Accordingly, “Indigenous place-based knowledge requires
understanding the traditions and long-sustained relationships with the land.”85 In the
context of New Zealand, McKinnon (1997) asserted that
Places are linked to people: the ancestors “made a map” over the land, which both
provided a record of those ancestors and bound their descendants more tightly to
that land.86

Similarly, since, in addition to connectedness,87 identity was tied to being on the land,
having sufficient, readily accessible land was essential to the health and wellbeing of
Indigenous people.88 In this way, dispossession and dislocation had a negative impact on
the Anishinaabe people’s individual and collective mental and physical health. Further to
this point, issues of power must be acknowledged with respect to differing worldviews.
From the perspective of educational research, it has been argued that
the understanding of knowledge that one adopts and the philosophy with which
research is approached […] cannot be disentangled from history or from the social
position one holds within society as a result of that history. Knowledge reflects
the values and interests of those who generate it, and it is these values that then
determine the methods that are used and the conclusions that are drawn. These
values and worldviews can lead majority cultures to disregard knowledge that is
gained through another set of values and worldviews.89

The people of British origin and descent who settled Upper Canada and later
Canada West, largely missed the opportunity to understand the knowledge gathered
collectively by the Anishinaabeg as a result of their own values and worldview. Other
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than imitating certain items of clothing and transportation, and some techniques of food
production, notably maple sugar and syrup, other knowledge was either disregarded or
suppressed. There may have been foundational as well as systemic and individual
reasons for missing the opportunity to learn from Indigenous peoples. As Sandwell
(2003) observed,
liberal ideology structures the world in particularly rigid and polarized ways, as
Edward Said explained cogently in Orientalism. Within the liberal gaze, whatever
is not “about us” seems to be about what is the opposite of us – a package of
predictable characters and characteristics especially designed to tell us who we
are by defining what we are not or what we are no longer. The strength of liberal
hegemony can, perhaps, be measured most precisely in this apparent impossibility
of constructing a convincing description or analysis of behaviours or beliefs that
are different from our own liberal ones.90

While this “liberal gaze” may at once have caused colonizers to confirm themselves as
being different from Indigenous peoples and to dismiss Indigenous peoples for that
difference, it is important to differentiate between liberal ideology and, as is discussed in
the next chapter, individual colonizers’ lives, beliefs, and motivations, which were not
limited solely to maximizing profit. With respect to hegemony, however, western
concepts of evidence, time, and space, came to determine wider rules of practice for at
least several centuries. The secular empiricist and rationalistic aspects of the British
worldview differed from that of the Anishinaabeg, whose worldview had “always been
deeply religious and mystical.”91 Spirituality – involving the spiritedness of most things,
whether animate or inanimate – was at the heart of the Anishinaabe worldview.
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The words of Saulteaux (western Anishinaabe) Chief Ma-We-Do-Pe-Nais (1873)
confirmed that
The Aboriginal world view [was that] of a universal sacred order, made up of
compacts and kinship relations among human beings, other living beings and the
Creator.92

As these concepts were divinely ordained while being bound up in the physical world,
these concepts informed how the Anishinaabeg lived their lives. Material, spiritual, and
social environments were linked, for example, by the graves of ancestors.93 The
Anishinaabe worldview was relational, whereby the people were part of a kinship-based
community and part of nature, in balance with the whole. Relationships were
collaborative, and resources were held collectively and intergenerationally.94 The
Anishinaabe worldview was circular, thereby accommodating relationships,
interdependency, balance, and harmony. Circularity meant that there was no beginning or
end, no top, no bottom, and hence no hierarchy. This cyclic view was demonstrated in
the orbit of the moon around the Earth, and the Earth around the sun, and the life stages
of people. Through circularity and relationship, everything and everyone had a role and a
place. Therefore, the world included plants, animals, and minerals, as well as human and
other-than-human beings. Law, kinship, and spirituality reinforced the connectedness
among all flora, fauna, and human and other-than-human beings.95 People were part of
nature rather than dominating it.
For the Anishinaabe, there could be many truths; truths were dependent upon
individual experiences.96 Time was measured by days or nights, by moons, by seasons,
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or by “snow seasons.”97 Just as scholars have argued that “American Indian languages
encapsulate or otherwise express the worldview[s] of American Indian people,”98
language captured and reproduced the Anishinaabe worldview. In summary, the
Anishinaabe worldview could be described as interconnected wholeness.99 This
worldview differed fundamentally from that of the British.
Some scholars have argued that for people of British origin and descent to
understand the Anishinaabe worldview would have required “a shift in ‘styles of
reasoning’ as well as ways of perception.”100 The British worldview had theological,
doctrinal, and cultural roots. Theological concepts, such as God, land, and duty, and their
various denominational interpretations influenced doctrinal and cultural theories and
concepts. Tracing the connections between the roots is possible because of the language
that was used and, in some cases, the meaning of a term during the preceding centuries.
Many British concepts related to mobility, land/place, dispossession, and relocation
derived initially from their theological roots. Biblical scriptures and teachings, and
various denominational interpretations, are foundational to the doctrinal and cultural
theory developed in Britain and reenacted later in British colonies. The language of
scripture was used in the justification and legitimization of colonization. Some key
language was taken from the book of Genesis from the Old Testament in the Bible and
the gospel of John from the New Testament. The doctrinal roots of European colonizing
peoples’ concepts of place, land use, and mobility have been described as the Doctrine of
Discovery.101 While the elements of the Doctrine would have been known only to the
educated and well-placed, the behaviors of the European monarchs and the powers
exerted within their respective nations from policing and the pulpit would have set
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expectations, training the general populace the “right” way to be, think, or do.
Accordingly, the Doctrine of Discovery infused itself into the cultures, laws, and
ideologies of the European nations. Collectively, these theological, doctrinal, and cultural
roots influenced how Europeans framed their own and other peoples’ concepts of place,
land use, and mobility. These framings related to the technologies of dispossession and
to the Anishinaabeg’s lived experiences of loss of land and altered mobility.
Some scholars have attributed western views of the separation of human beings
and nature as having resulted from the uniform texts produced by the printing press and
the resulting focus on the printed word, which excluded the voices of the more-thanhuman.102 Dominant or “prevailing master narratives”103 informed by tenets of the
Doctrine of Discovery justified conversion and “civilization”: converting and “civilizing”
the Indigenous peoples was the duty of a person of British origin and descent as a
Christian and citizen. Moreover, following colonization, the Christian faith relied on
written text for conversion perhaps because it was necessary to stop the Anishinaabeg
from having conversations between themselves and other-than-human beings. As Abram
(1996) argued:
It was not enough to preach the Christian faith: one had to induce the unlettered,
tribal peoples to begin to use the technology on which the faith depended. Only
by training the senses to participate with the written word could one hope to break
their spontaneous participation with the animate terrain. Only as the written text
began to speak would the voices of the forest, and of the river, begin to fade. And
only then would language loosen its ancient association with the invisible breath,
the spirit sever itself from the wind, the psyche dissociate itself from the
environing air. The air, once the very medium of expressive interchange, would
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become an increasingly empty and unnoticed phenomenon, displaced by the
strange new medium of the written word.104

Through fictional and non-fictional written and oral narrative, the western
worldview foregrounded individualism and competition. The shape was triangular, with
a few people at the top of the hierarchy dominating many people at the bottom. In turn,
human beings held dominion over flora and fauna. Self-interested individuals had to
compete against each other for scarce resources.105 Thus connections were based on
competitive, rather than mutually supportive, reciprocal relationships. A clear distinction
was drawn between animate and inanimate objects. Time was linear and was tracked
using calendars and clocks, and measured in discrete, closely defined units, such as years,
months, days, hours, and minutes. Space had three-dimensions – length, width, and
height – that could be mapped in two dimensions using lines of latitude and longitude.
Maps took on an aura of “truth” rather than being recognized as representations. Western
spaces established relationships between ordered and controlled landscapes and people.
Since it was understood that the land and its resources should be available for
development and extraction for the benefit of human beings,106 surveys were precursors
to potential exploitation. In practice, British colonization demarcated space with
boundary lines, colonization roads, empty land, and survey lines. Finally, the British
worldview conventionally held that science and technology could be relied upon to solve
problems.107 One problem with the British position was that it could negate the need for
people to change the behaviours that might have been causing those problems.
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Alternatively, the need may not have been recognized at all. Next, the structure and goals
of the colonizing effort are analyzed with reference to British beliefs.
Ordering the World
Once it was established, Imperial Britain was “concerned with maintaining not
just its own power but world order.”108 The term Imperialism derives from
the Latin term imperium, meaning to command. Thus, the term imperialism draws
attention to the way that one country exercises power over another, whether
through settlement, sovereignty, or indirect mechanisms of control.109

Having emerged as the dominant power in the western world, Britain asserted and
assumed that the proper world order was Anglo-Saxon, rather than, for example,
francophone or Hispanic. Imperial officials were able to do what they did because they
believed in
the doctrine of “responsibility”, upon the conviction “that Great Britain had been
entrusted with certain moral and practical obligations towards her subject
races.”110

Kwarteng (2011) asserted that
imperial arrogance, the high degree of status-consciousness and the selfassuredness of the administrative class [... were] distinctive features of British
rule.111

Moreover, by enforcing order (and world order) through orchestrating “the supporting
infrastructure of the state,”112 administrators and governors made the British “Empire,”
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an empire of colonies, possible.113 While the colonies were territories (places) that were
colonized (populated), colonialism has been defined as “a practice of domination, which
involves the subjugation of one people to another.”114 Further to this point,
The term colony comes from the Latin word colonus, meaning farmer. This root
reminds us that the practice of colonialism usually involved the transfer of
population to a new territory, where the arrivals lived as permanent settlers while
maintaining political allegiance to their country of origin.115

During the late-seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, the Lords of Trade and
Plantations (the “Board or Lords of Trade”) administered the commercial activity,
especially respecting the fur trade, in the colonies in British North America.116 As the
colonies’ importance increased, the Board of Trade’s oversight role grew. In the
nineteenth century, the Secretary of State for War and the Colonies was responsible to
Parliament for overall management of the colonizing effort.117 Civil servants at the
Colonial Office coordinated work in the colonies and advised the Colonial Secretary.118
The British representatives in the colonies were diverse:
those who served in the colonies did not constitute a unified Colonial Service in
any real sense. There were a series of separate civil services for each colony to
which appointments were vested in the governor of that colony, although senior
appointments throughout the empire were likely to be made by the Colonial
Secretary in London.119

However, Kwarteng (2011) argued
that individual officials wielded immense power and it was this unrestrained
power that ultimately led to instability, disorder and chaos.
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Officials [...] often developed one line of policy, only for their successors to
overturn that policy and pursue a completely different approach. This was the
source of chronic instability in many parts of the empire. In many ways, the
British Empire was too individualistic, and the vagaries of democratic politics
meant that a consistent line was seldom adopted. This type of individualism I
have called “anarchic individualism,” in that there was often nothing to stop the
“man on the spot,” as he was called by the Colonial Office civil servants, from
pursuing the course of action he thought best. It is often forgotten how important
the idea of individualism was to Victorian Britons.120

The “chaos” was felt most keenly by the people who were native to the respective
colonies, which in the case of Upper Canada was the Indigenous peoples.
The colonial officials were “company men.” For example, Arnold Wilson, the
colonial “man on the spot” in Iraq
though not an intellectual man, was typical of the imperial cast of mind. He was
practical, not without idealism, but generally unhampered by reflection or any real
intellectual influences.121

Colonial officials differed, for example, respecting religious beliefs and political
leanings, and yet they had something in common: social standing resulting from a similar
educational background.122 Social standing was judged not simply as standing by job
title or department, or even by “family and breeding,” but rather by class, which “was
often merely a synonym for money and education.”123 Accordingly, being “rich and well
educated”124 afforded cachet and access. Money could buy a path into the social
hierarchy and a chance at becoming successful and perhaps even powerful. This situation
indicates why Rev. Strachan founded a boys’ school and pressed as hard as he did to
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establish a university in Upper Canada. He felt the need to establish a social hierarchy in
Upper Canada and, as an Anglican, he wanted the social hierarchy maintained. Next, the
relationship between church and state is analyzed.
Church and State
In England, church and state were not strictly separated, but rather they were
closely connected. The reigning King or Queen of England was the titular head of the
Church of England as well as the Anglican Church in Canada and, until 1789, in the
United States when the Church of England was replaced by the autonomous (but still
Anglican) Episcopal Church.125 The Church of England was established by Henry VIII
after the Roman Catholic Pope Clement VII refused to grant him a divorce from his
Spanish wife, Catherine of Aragon, so that he could marry Anne Boleyn in order to get a
male heir.126 Accordingly, the British sovereign technically headed the Church of
England. Equally tangible influence was exerted by high-ranking clergy. For example, a
“powerful bench of bishops [sat] in the [British] House of Lords” in 1791 when the
Constitutional Act was enacted, and in 1840 when Lord Sydenham’s bill to divide the
proceeds of future sales of the clergy reserves was enacted in the British Parliament.127
As the American Revolution ended, there was a clear perception in Britain of the
need to establish the Church of England in what remained of British North America to
forestall another revolution.128 The situation in Britain explained the perceived privileged
position of the Church of England once Britain gained control of North America. Some
overarching beliefs provided context for Upper Canadian beliefs. Grant (1988) explained
that
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Belief in some form of religious establishment came naturally to those who
retained something of the older organic view of society. For a millennium and a
half it had been assumed that the states of Europe were Christian, and in a
Christian state it was natural both for a monarch to promote the welfare of the
church and for a bishop to inculcate loyalty to the state.129

Accordingly, Upper Canada inherited a cultural context for religion. As discussed in this
chapter, the term culture
means a set of ideas, beliefs, and attitudes through which an individual, society, or
group interprets existence […, that is, culture] is a pattern of interpretation for
organizing the unstructured data of life.130

In the context of Upper Canadian culture, Westfall (1989) argued that “religions are
systems of belief that answer the questions that cultures ask.”131 In this way, culture and
religion worked together. Answers in hand, culture could
hold society together by providing ways to of ordering and explaining the
phenomena of existence; it answers questions of meaning and reduces the
disruptive power of events that can threaten the social system itself.132

Together, culture and religion imparted “stability and coherence” to society.133 Thus,
culture asked and religion answered. However, the cohesion created was neither
permanent nor static. Competition to answer these questions came from multiple
denominations as well as secular sources, such as Darwinian science.134
Religion was not superimposed whole cloth over Upper Canadian society.
Rather, some people were non-believers135 or were uninterested in practicing a religion.
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Acknowledging this was the case, however, was not popular. For example, in reporting
the results of the religious census of 1848 in the first report of the Board of Registration
and Statistics, a magazine article of the time criticized the census for the “enormous
deficiency of nearly a sixth of the whole population,” which included 80,000 people who
had been classified as having “no creed or denomination.”136 Respecting this census,
Christie and Gauvreau (2010) reported that when “a substantial 17 per cent of the
population” claimed not to have religion, it meant that those respondents “were not
members of one of the institutional churches recognized by the census takers.”137 No
doubt the census takers would have found “atheist” to be an unacceptable response.
Affiliation with a particular “institutional” denomination or religion was considered to be
so normal that so many people being unaffiliated surely meant the census takers had to
have been mistaken.
Many people belonged to multiple Christian denominations that shared the
“central doctrines of the Fall, the Redemption, and the Incarnation.”138 All of the
Christian denominations were dynamic, reforming themselves and attempting to reform
their members and to attract new converts to their flock in the then-current iteration of
their church. The same census reported that, in 1848, Church of Scotland, “Free church,”
and other Presbyterians totalled 148, 182 people, while Wesleyan and other Methodists
totalled 137,752 people.139 Even within the same nominal denomination, people’s
opinions differed and changed over time. Moreover, the questions culture asked could
not simply be answered once because the questions changed as cultures were forced to
accommodate change. Westfall (1989) asserted that,
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Although a culture must look inside itself to explain the world, the world itself
exerts continual pressure on a culture. It is not enough to explain the world at one
moment in time, because the world must be ordered and explained over and over
again, for every person at every moment.140

Over the course of the nineteenth century, Upper Canada and later Canada West
experienced many changes. Many scholars have pointed to the emergence of capitalism
that followed the settlers to the “New World,” than many of them had chosen in order to
maintain their traditional ways. It is ironic that the Indigenous people were displaced to
serve a purpose that itself was then disrupted.
In general, religion’s response to the questions raised by capitalism, certainly
from the Protestant denominations, was to blame the workers rather than the capitalists.
People were told to “suffer now and you will get your reward in Heaven.” Grant (1988)
confirmed religion’s role in accommodating change. In the nineteenth-century Upper
Canada and especially later as Canada West,
religion in this setting served to legitimate the industrial and commercial activities
that absorbed most of the province's energies by encouraging hard work, sobriety,
thrift, and enterprise. It also promoted virtues, such as probity, restraint, and
responsibility for the public good, that did not come naturally to many
entrepreneurs of the period, and pointed to a dimension of reality beside which the
rewards of business were mere dross.141

This approach was consistent for all denominations, although, as is discussed next, many
churches were present in Upper Canada.
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Christian Denominations in Upper Canada and later Canada West
The established churches in Upper Canada included the Anglican Church (the
Church of England), the Presbyterian Church (the Church of Scotland), and the Roman
Catholic Church.142 Christian denominations in Upper Canada spanned a spectrum of
congregation formation and leadership selection from decentralized, local control
(Congregationalist, Baptist), to mid-range oversight (Presbyterian, Reformed), to
centralized control (Anglican, Roman Catholic, and American Methodist).143 In the
1830s, the Disciples of Christ, the Mormons, and the Catholic Apostolic Church had
adherents in Upper Canada.144 Jewish settlers had established a cemetery by 1849 and a
synagogue by 1856 in Toronto, and the first Reformed congregation by 1863 in
Hamilton.145 Despite the diversity of religious denominations in Upper Canada, religious
divisions and political divisions did not correspond consistently.146 In the 1820s and
1830s, the Anglicans, led by Strachan, continued to defend establishment and to set out a
vision of what society should be, while attempting to turn the tide of radicalism.147
However, the Rebellion of 1837, ineffective as it was immediately, signalled a
change in thinking and attitudes in the colony. Many non-Indigenous people, even some
of those who had actively opposed the Rebellion, had come to believe that the
“establishment” and the traditionalists’ “vision of the good society”148 cloaked privilege
and disparity, and that their time had come and gone. While most people did not seek
revolutionary change, clearly many thought it was time for evolutionary change. In the
1840s and early 1850s, traditionalists and conservatives slowly began to accommodate
the possibility of change such that the formerly established were rapidly becoming disestablished.149 Those who clung to their traditional beliefs considered themselves
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champions of the “right way” of doing things while others likely considered them to be
anachronisms. Despite clinging to their righteousness, a post-Rebellion “intellectual
revolution” in the Anglican Church led to financial and structural changes to adapt to “the
era of disestablishment.”150 Likely, having the established church withdraw from the
battle for control allowed socio-political change in the colony to proceed more smoothly
than it would have otherwise. The colony was becoming more pluralistic and
democratic,151 at least this was the case for men who owned real property.
Just as there were differences between the churches there were differences within
the churches. Internal discord was evident in a number of Protestant denominations,
including Presbyterians, Quakers, Lutherans, and Baptists.152 Even among the Mennonite
settlers there was variation, with the Amish likely being the most conservative, although
living in separate locales likely minimized conflict.153 Grant (1988) identified conflict
within the Church of England (Anglican) that was related to a power struggle in the
colonial church leadership rather than doctrine,154 while Fahey (1991) pointed out “the
High Church-Low Church warfare that plagued the Church of England throughout the
1840s and 1850s.”155 The Roman Catholic Church, which comprised about 17 percent of
the Canada Westian population between 1851 and 1881,156 also experienced conflict,
again not based on doctrine, but rather resulting from differing opinions concerning
democratism versus social conservatism.157 Methodist churches differed as well as
various Methodist streams had emerged in Britain and the United States during the
eighteenth century.158 Numerous Methodist groups existed, especially between 1812 and
1828,159 and there were multiple attempts at unification.160

114

DIFFERING FACTORS IN DISPOSSESSIONS, 1820-1865
Of all of the churches, the Methodists’ internal differences, including
disagreement concerning overt politicization, may have had the greatest impact on
Indigenous people in the nineteenth century. Although the Church of England in Upper
Canada held on to its privileged position tenaciously, perhaps the growth of Methodism
or the necessity of serving the spiritual needs of the growing number of settlers induced
some change. In 1828, Methodists were awarded the “right to hold land for church
building,” and three years later, “the right to perform marriages.”161
Also in 1828, the Methodist Episcopal Church in Canada was created but
subsequently, its preachers were considered (by Wesleyan Methodists) “too worldly and
too political,” and at least as being “soft” on Americans and hence “disloyal.”162 In
contrast, the British Wesleyan Methodists in North America were “much closer to
Anglicans in their attitudes and principles.”163 In 1833, despite their differences, the
Methodist Episcopal Church in Canada and the Wesleyan Methodists united.164 Their
primary reason for uniting, however, eventually drove them apart again:
the need for financial assistance for missions was a significant factor in the union
of Wesleyan and Episcopal Methodist forces in 1833, and the disposal of
missionary funds contributed to the split in the church in Upper Canada between
1840 and 1847.165

Semple (1996) did not address the Methodists’ silence concerning the Chippewa’s loss of
land in 1836-1837 but did argue that the 1840-1847 division was an important reason
why “no strong voice was raised on behalf of native rights” during the time when the
Mississauga lost all of their land on the north shore of Lake Ontario.166 More
importantly, perhaps, as Christie and Gauvreau (2010) pointed out, was the outcome of
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the Methodists’ denial of republican leanings and claims of loyalty to colonial
governance that which implicated them further in the dispossession of Indigenous
peoples of their land.167 Despite (or because of) their mission work with Indigenous
peoples, in particular the Mississauga and the Chippewa, it is important to recognize
Methodists’ position respecting Indigenous peoples and their rights. The Methodists
were great evangelicals, not great Indigenous rights advocates. As Semple (1996)
reported,
Methodist missionaries shared with nearly all members of Euro-Canadian society
a powerful belief in the superiority of British culture and the Christian religion.
Although sometimes critical of specific policies, “They did not challenge the
concept that it was Britain’s destiny to rule other lands.”168

Like other denominations’ missionaries, Methodist missionaries were complicit in the
colonial project. When it was recognized, the often desperate (and deteriorating)
situations in which Indigenous people found themselves often were blamed, at least in
part, on “their non-Christian state.”169 Christie and Gauvreau (2010) argued that
The missionary enterprise was riddled with tension: at one level missionaries
often critiqued colonialist exploitation, but they likewise participated in the
broader political project of empire in that they were representatives of a culture
which believed it was superior by virtue of its Christian faith.170

Alleviating Indigenous people’s “non-Christian state” became the mission of the
Methodist missions to the Anishinaabeg.
Missionaries implicitly accepted that Christianity was the only true religion and
the only means for eternal life, and therefore specifically rejected notions that
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contact only debased the aboriginal society. Paganism was equated with the
devil’s dark realm. In converting the natives, the missionaries were assailing
ignorance and false belief and truly enlarging God’s earthly dominion, rather than
merely proselytizing among supposed Christians of other churches. Such
missionary work was the ultimate duty of Christians.171

The Methodists did not assume their duties, however, until after the War of 1812.
Despite its internal divisions, Methodism’s appeal continued. While all of the
Protestant denominations “had been shaped to a great or lesser extent by evangelicalism,
the product of the great wave of religious revivals between 1780 and 1860,”172
Methodists simply “did” evangelicalism better and there were more of them available to
do it. In 1825, there were 35 preachers, in 1830, 55 preachers, and in 1835, after the
union of the Upper Canadian Methodist Conference and the British Wesleyans, 77
preachers.173 Moreover, the Methodists’ mission work was aided by their “superbly
efficient organizational structure.”174 The size of all of the Protestant denominations,
however, was increasing. By 1840, there were sixty Presbyterian ministers in the
colony.175 As Westfall (1989) noted, “Between 1842 and 1881 the growth in the number
of the Methodists, Presbyterians, Baptists, and Anglicans was staggering.”176 Between
1820 and 1920, the Methodist and Presbyterian churches comprised “the largest
Protestant denominations.”177 Later joining together to form the United Church of
Canada, the theology of the Methodist and evangelical Presbyterian churches “united the
passions and enthusiasms of the great religious revivals of the late eighteenth century
with the practical reason of one strand of the Scottish Enlightenment.”178 Anglicans
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continued to maintain their position and privilege. Fahey (1991) argued that, by 1840,
the Church of England was “the single largest denomination in the colony.”179
In view of the prominence of religion in diaries from the time and in the scholarly
literature, it is surprising how few clergymen were working in the colony in its first
decades of existence. Fahey (1991) reported that, in the 1790s, three Church of England
clergymen resided in the colony.180 Grant (1988) further noted that,
in addition to an undetermined number of authorized (though unpaid) Quaker
ministers, the ordained clergy of all denominations numbered eight (plus one
impostor) in 1790, twenty-five in 1800, and forty-four in 1812. Of these last,
twelve were Methodist, nine Presbyterian or Reformed, six Church of England,
six Baptist, five Roman Catholic, five Mennonite, and one Lutheran.181

By 1817, there were seven Roman Catholic priests in the colony.182 The number of
clergymen grew with the increasing number of denominations present in the colony. In
addition to the churches mentioned above, other Christian groups and sects present to a
varying degree in various parts of the colony included Congregationalists, Churches of
Christ (Disciples), Dunkards, Evangelical United Brethren, Church of God,183 Shakers,
and Universalists.184
Lists of clergymen of the time commonly omit the German-speaking Moravian
missionaries185 who ministered exclusively to the converted Delaware (Lenape)
Indigenous people with whom they came to Upper Canada from the United States in
1792. Like the Methodists, the Moravians were evangelicals and extra-ecclesiastical,186
but unlike the Methodists, these Moravians did not speak English exclusively or
proselytize beyond the Indigenous community of their mission. Prior to the War of 1812,
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Methodists and others commented on the “godlessness” of the Upper Canadian
population.187 Subsequent to the War of 1812, concern regarding republican ideas and
the American threat may have sustained belief in religion as a mean of social control.
“Godlessness” must have persisted, however, given the name of the Anglican missionary
organization, “The Society for Converting and Civilising the Indians and Propagating the
Gospel Among the Destitute Settlers in Upper Canada.” Formed in October of 1830,
initially the society had been named “The Society for Converting & Civilising the
Indians,” but less than a month later it was renamed, linking “Indians” to poor nonIndigenous settlers while suggesting souls from both of these groups needed to be
“saved.”188 Although the clergy number increased over time in Upper Canada, the
church doctrines did not remain unchanged. Economic, political, and intellectual
upheaval in Europe and North American were too widespread to be ignored.189
The Changing Work of Biblical Scriptures
Many evangelical Christians, including Methodists and some Presbyterians,
believed that biblical scriptures were history,190 that is, until the intellectual changes
abounding in Europe forced some of them to reconsider this conviction. While some
settlers had immigrated to recreate the vanishing social and economic characteristics of
“home,” the intellectual characteristics of “home” were changing as well. These
intellectual changes were happening for several reasons. Firstly, in the 1830s and 1840s,
the “romantic” movement in British and American literature “powerfully shaped religious
discussion.”191 Secondly, religious discussion was influenced by the emergence of an
historical writing approach unconstrained by explicit theology.192 Subsequently, instead
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of considering “the Bible an immutable body of facts and doctrines,” scriptures could be
interpreted “through the eye of faith.”193 Thirdly, in the 1840s and 1850s, archaeological
and historical evidence cast doubt on the “legitimacy of the biblical account of human
history.”194 It is likely that those settlers who were “re-creationists” would have
disregarded the intellectual changes, if they were aware of them, and would not have
questioned the Bible. Despite resistance in Upper Canada and later Canada West, and
elsewhere, the changes continued. For example, the nineteenth century saw the
emergence and, to some degree, the normalization of Liberal values.
As noted previously concerning liberal ideology and, as is assessed in the next chapter,
individual settlers were not motivated solely by profit, but rather family relationships and
“generational persistence” mattered a great deal.195

Liberalism’s intense focus on land ownership relates directly to the importance of land
and land policy to the colonization of Upper Canada, which is explored in some detail in
the next chapter.
These social and intellectual influences again existed in the context of great
economic change. Notably, feudalism and non-Indigenous subsistence farming did not
comprise the only economic belief system, as it was being replaced by capitalism.
Similarly, religion was not the only belief system that non-Indigenous people could
adopt. In the last half of the nineteenth century, natural science, biblical criticism, and
evolutionary thought had begun to erode Protestantism’s dominant position.196 While
this thinking did not confine itself to the European side of the Atlantic Ocean, it would
not have received a welcome from all quarters in Upper Canada or Canada West. Despite
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resistance, from 1859 on, Darwinian science and historical criticism nurtured belief in
their assumptions and methods and challenged belief in biblical explanations of the origin
of man, the fall from grace, and the resulting need for salvation.197
The Reinforcement and Normalization of Hierarchy
Most Britons and settlers understood that they lived in a classed society and that it
was a “natural” situation.198 While it may have been a matter of debate and criticism to
people who had been exposed to republican ideas, the class system had been normalized
in Britain over several centuries and most Britons and settlers from Britain appeared to
believe it would and should continue. The churches played an important role in
reinforcing this belief to manage their congregations and to support social control.
Conservative clergy of all faiths reinforced the message that the hierarchy was natural
and thus God-given. Arguing that this view was not limited to Anglicans but instead was
quite common at the time, Westfall (1989) explained that
The ordered and hierarchical character of the natural world, for example, not only
explained the character of God, but also justified the hierarchy of wealth and
power in society at large. Like nature, society was an integrated system, and just
as the various parts of nature could exist only as elements in an ordered and
integrated system, so could individuals exist only as part of a social system.
Order was the very basis of society; without it there could be no liberty or
happiness. The principle of social rank followed from the same logic. In the
same way that each rank in nature had to accept its place for the system to work,
so too each person had to accept their station within the social hierarchy for
society to promote the general happiness and prosperity of all.199
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Repetition of this message from the pulpit and from Christian publications also served the
interests of the individuals amassing wealth through the labour of others. This choice
abdicated responsibility for the members of its “flock,” as Jesus’s radical teachings as
reported in the scriptures suggested, for example, in favour of supporting those
controlling primarily farm and other rural workers and the fruits of their labours, who
may have been limited in number but were subordinate in the social hierarchy of the
colony. Wise (1993) confirmed that conservative clergy's belief in the status quo meant
they had to justify “the existence and necessity of social inequality.”200 Repetition of the
message concerning the necessity of having and maintaining a social hierarchy infiltrated
the minds and reinforced the beliefs of many people. The success of the indoctrination
was reflected in the language of the time.
Beliefs Revealed Through Language
Language mattered and language revealed beliefs. Terms such as “ ‘loyalty,’
‘order,’ ‘liberty,’ ‘authority,’ [‘respectability,’ and ‘interest’] [... were] merely
abbreviations for complex socio-political assumptions.”201 Use of the terms “waste,”
“improvements,” “civilized,” “wild,” and “cultivated,” in relation to land and its
acceptable uses is explored in the next chapter. Describing such terms as “social image
terminology,” Wise (1993) claimed that such terms inherently contained a “constellation
of notions” that could and would vary depending on the region.202 For example, when
used to describe the Welland Canal, the term “national” meant it was a natural monopoly,
while otherwise “ ‘national’ still meant ‘British’ or ‘imperial’, since the conservative still
regarded himself as a member of the British nation.”203 Similarly,

122

DIFFERING FACTORS IN DISPOSSESSIONS, 1820-1865
the term “evangelical” denoted a belief in the transforming power of faith in
Christ to which the great majority of Protestants would have laid claim. Liberal
views of biblical inspiration and social responsibility made their way at least as
readily in denominations that considered themselves evangelical as in others, and
the designation “liberal evangelical” seemed in no way paradoxical.204

Wise (1993) also argued that,
In any period, political rhetoric is a good guide to the current scale of public
values, and also can provide a measurement of the frequent lag between professed
belief and actual behaviour through a comparison of what the politician says with
what he does.205

Although few, if any, Upper Canadians or Imperial officials could have predicted Sir
Francis Head’s actions, Head’s professed beliefs of benevolence toward Indigenous
peoples cloaked his motivation of acquiring as much Indigenous land at as little expense
as possible.
In practice, “social image terminology” provided a useful way to judge people in
a certain place and time. The term “loyalty” had a particular resonance for conservatives
in Upper Canada.
Loyalty did not simply mean adherence to the Crown and the Empire, although it
started there. It meant as well adherence to those beliefs and institutions the
conservatives considered essential in the preservation of a form of life different
from, and superior to, the manners, politics and social arrangements of the United
States.206
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As a result,
Loyalty meant much more than political allegiance. It signified acceptance of the
special character of life in Upper Canada. Any attack upon the beliefs and
institutions that guaranteed that life was an attack upon the order of things that
made the Canadian different from the American, and hence the Upper Canadian
conservative reacted with peculiar vehemence against reformers, particularly
those who were “soft” on the American question.207

The ease with which accusations of disloyalty to beliefs and institutions could segue into
charges of being unpatriotic to the colony had a dampening effect on political life in
Upper Canada. Radicalism was eliminated “as a major political alternative.”208 The
conservatism that filled (and perhaps forced) the political vacuum had rich origins. Two
“extreme counter-revolutionary outlooks” came together in Upper Canada: those of the
United Empire Loyalists from the United States and the late-eighteenth-century Toryism
of Britain.209 Like reformers, all conservatives – even “pure” or “High” Tories such as
John Beverley Robinson or Christopher Hagerman – did not think alike or agree on every
issue.210 The concept of order had a particular meaning for Tories:
British American conservatives had no provision in their scheme of things for
orderly change, but merely for the orderly acceptance of things as they were.211

What conservatives did have in common was that they preserved “arrangements deemed
good” and they feared all Americans, including the resident non-Loyalist Americans who
comprised a majority of the population,212 and anything else that was perceived to
threaten the good arrangements.213 Conservative resistance to change persisted for
decades afterward. For example, the Imperial authorities rather than the colonial
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government implemented the recommendations of Lord Durham’s report, which was
written following the rebellions of 1837 and 1838 in Upper and Lower Canada.214 This
situation may have suggested that the conservative beliefs ran deep and that either the
colony was more conservative than Britain itself or that Britain feared the colonies would
catch republican fever and introduced change as a pre-emptive measure. As discussed
next, what settlers believed influenced what they saw and if what they thought they
should see was not present, they would feel compelled to invent it.
What Settlers Saw and Did Not See
As Clarke (2010) reported concerning a large, southwestern area of present-day
Ontario,
Resources, technology, and culture go hand in hand; what is seen is seen with the
eye of culture. Culture is what the early settler in the New World [sic], and in this
instance Essex County, sifted the physical environment with.215

While cultures were not unchangeable, they were persistent:
Cultures change in the light of different experience, but their essential property is
that the values they represent endure, and these abiding values are what is brought
to bear upon the new experience.216

Within cultures, individuals’ experiences and prioritization of various cultural values
varied so that, in Upper Canada for example, there was no one settler or single settler
viewpoint. Notwithstanding this,
Individuals may reject some of the tenets of the culture to which they belong, and
indeed all elements of a culture may not be present in all individuals. Arguably,
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this is a good thing of itself since individuality protects against fossilization. Yet
the essential elements are recognized by all [within a specific culture] and may
become the basis of a particular action.217

To Upper Canadian settlers, including colonial officials, God and the Empire were two
such “essential elements.” This is evident, for example, from rural and remote settler
response to the 1837 rebellion and from the armed response to the Anishinaabe and Métis
warriors’ stand at Mica Bay. As Moodie (1852/1989) reported, when news of the 1837
rebellion reached rural and remote settlers, many men, including half-pay officers such as
her husband, immediately left their families to travel to Toronto in defence of the
colony.218 Most settlers of British origin were inclined more toward stability, for “peace,
order and good government,” than to sudden change such as that suggested by the
rebellion of 1837.219
It is not clear what, if anything, rural and remote settlers knew about what those
“in authority” were actually doing, but when it concerned Indigenous peoples, perhaps
they would not have cared. The government seldom if ever exerted any effort to protect
Indigenous lands from encroachment and, in this case, justice was not served. The
resident Indigenous groups, particularly the Anishinaabeg from the north shores of Lakes
Superior and Lake Huron, became very concerned about the mining companies’
encroachments on their lands as well as by data-gathering visits by the provincial
geologist, several provincial surveyors, and some privately hired geologists between 1846
and 1849.220 By the spring of 1846, government officials in Toronto had issued thirtyfour mining licenses on unceded land.221 In the absence of a treaty and in response to
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continued illegal mining operations on their lands,222 in November, 1849, approximately
100 men, including Anishinaabe from both sides of the British-American border, Métis,
and three non-Natives, paddled about 200 miles223 to Mica Bay on Lake Superior where
they seized control of the Quebec Mining Company's operations.224 Likely because it
involved well-connected individuals, news quickly reached the government and a
detachment of one hundred armed men was ordered to travel to Lake Superior and
warrants were issued225 against the Indigenous perpetrators rather than the government
officials who had issued the licenses. The next month, the Indigenous leaders were
arrested and taken to Toronto where they were jailed to await trial.226 Regardless of the
unlawful action against them, reaction against the Indigenous people was swift but for
those who unlawfully issued mining licenses and encroached on Indigenous lands,
response was non-existent.
What settlers saw and did not see resulted from their “gaze.”227 They saw the
importance of God and Empire. They saw that land was available on which to either
remake home or make a new home as they wished their original home had been. Few of
them troubled themselves to see the cost that Indigenous people were paying for their
views. Those who did often invoked God, King (or Queen), and Country to justify their
actions. Colonial writers quoted poets to explain and justify how settling on Indigenous
lands was a duty and destiny. For example, Need [Moodie] (1838) quoted Samuel Taylor
Coleridge, writing:
Colonization is not only a manifest expedient, but an imperative duty on Great
Britain. God seems to hold out his finger to us over the sea: But it must be a
national Colonization, such as was that of the Scotch to America: a Colonization
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of Hope, and not such as we have alone encouraged and effected for the last fifty
years – a Colonization of Despair.228

Although some Canadians and Europeans recognized the injustices that were being
perpetrated against the Indians, this recognition was framed in cultural context. For
example, in 1838, Waddilove wrote:
We take forcible possession of the Lands of the Indians – We occupy and destroy
their hunting grounds, the only remaining means of their subsistence – and not
content with depriving them of that bread which is the staff of the present life, we
consummate our cruelty and injustice by parsimoniously denying them also the
Bread which nourisheth to Life Eternal.229

Thus, instead of arguing for spatial and social justice, critics called for more cultural
imperialism in the form of proselytizing. Like justifications and homesteads, colonizers
were accomplished at creating governance and land transaction documents in their own
image.
British Land Acquisition Patterns
When the settlers could not see what they needed, they created it to suit their
needs. This work began early. Thirty years following the Lords of Trade and
Plantations’ (the “Board of Trade’s”) Instructions of 1761230 and the Royal Proclamation
of 1763, Britain was firmly exerting control over what remained of its North American
colonies. Following the 1790 recommendation of the new Secretary of State, William
Grenville,231 in 1791, Lord Dorchester directed that the Province of Quebec be divided
into Lower Canada (Quebec) and Upper Canada (southern Ontario).232 That same year,
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Lieutenant-Governor John Graves Simcoe was put in charge of Upper Canada.233
Subsequently, in British North America, Loyalist settlers were joined by thousands of
immigrants from Europe. In Upper Canada, the surveyors preceded the settlers.
Subsequently, treaties and agreements were used to acquire most of the “Indian
Territory” in Upper Canada. For example, between 1781 and 1816, seventeen land
cession treaties were negotiated with some of the Indigenous groups of southern and
central Ontario.234
In Upper Canada, the early treaties provided a one-time payment for surrendered
lands. In addition, Treaty 2 included a provision to create reserves, while Treaties 13 and
14 included guarantees of fishing rights in local waterways.235 From 1818, when the
lump-sum payment system was changed into an annual annuity payable in goods,236 until
1836, nine land surrender treaties were negotiated, including the surrenders negotiated by
Sir Francis Head in an attempt to contain all of the unsettled Indigenous people in Upper
Canada to Great Manitoulin Island.237 Respecting Sir Francis Head's 1836 plan to
collocate all Indigenous peoples on Manitoulin Island, Simcoe County historian Hunter
(1909a) commented that
Placing the Indians on islands and tracts of worthless land was really a practice
copied from Maine, New York and other border states, at that day. And although
Head execrated everything republican, or what he was pleased to call “the low,
grovelling principles of democracy,” he copied really more from the United States
than he thought he did.238

In 1843, the Indian Department again returned from civil to military control,239 but,
regardless, the Department still did not protect the rights of the Indigenous peoples. As
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the result of encroachment by mining companies who had been granted licenses to
explore unceded land,240 in 1849, the Province of Canada (formerly Upper and Lower
Canada) sent commissioners to meet with Lake Superior and Lake Huron Chippewa
chiefs to discuss the government's interest in acquiring their lands. Subsequently, in 1850
the Province of Canada sent officials, including William Benjamin Robinson, to formally
obtain land surrenders from the Anishinaabeg of Lake Superior and Lake Huron. The
resulting Robinson Superior and Robinson Huron Treaties of 1850 secured the lands from
the north shores of Lake Superior and Lake Huron to the lands of the Hudson's Bay
Company. The Robinson treaties and the Manitoulin Treaty of 1862 were approached
more methodically and suggested a template to follow for the subsequent numbered
treaties in western Canada.241 The Robinson treaties included provisions for a one-time
payment and annual annuities (with an escalator clause), and made limited promises
respecting hunting and fishing, and promised the creation of reserves.242 In 1860,
responsibility for control of First Nations administration was transferred from the
Imperial authorities in Britain to the Province of Canada. The last treaty entered into by
the Province of Canada before Confederation was the second Manitoulin Treaty, which
was signed on Great Manitoulin Island in 1862.243
British Settlement Patterns
Initially, the British sought land for settlement along and close to the north shore
of Lake Ontario. Then land along water routes was acquired because of its importance
for movement for settlers, as well as for military and commercial, purposes. Treatymaking was not a straightforward process. Instead, treaty-making was fraught with
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conflict, misinterpretation, mutually-exclusive understandings of what was being agreed
to, that is, sharing the land and resources versus complete land surrender and
abandonment. Indigenous and settler not only had different understandings of what a
treaty was, but there were many gaps between what was said, how what was said was
translated, and what verbal promises and agreements may have been omitted from the
written treaty document. In view of the length of many treaty discussions, the written
treaty documents are surprisingly brief.
Indigenous and British understandings of treaties differed. To the British, treaties
formalized a transaction whereby Indigenous groups surrendered land in exchange for
lump sum payments or annuities. Some treaties also reserved land for the Indigenous
groups. From the British point of view, the written surrender document contained the
entirety of the agreement between the parties. In contrast, Indigenous peoples understood
that the treaties established a relationship between them and the Crown as representatives
of sovereign nations,244 and that the relationship meant that the promises made during the
treaty discussions would be honoured. The protocols that accompanied treaty
discussions, such as smoking pipes and exchanging wampum belts,245 confirmed the
seriousness of the undertaking.246 Since they primarily, but not exclusively, had an oral
tradition,247 the Indigenous groups considered that the discussions and the promises made
during the discussions comprised the agreement. This perception transcends a specific
geographic locale. For instance, regarding a later numbered treaty, Treaty 6:
For an understanding of the relationship between the Treaty Peoples and the
Crown of Great Britain and later Canada, one must consider a number of factors
beyond the treaty's written text. First, the written text expresses only the
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government of Canada's view of the treaty relationship: it does not embody the
negotiated agreement. Even the written versions of treaties have been subject to
considerable interpretation, and they may be scantily supported by reports or other
information about the treaty negotiations. Fortunately, Treaty Nations have also
kept a record of the treaties in their oral histories, and these can provide another
understanding of treaty agreements.248

Since most Indigenous people could not read or write English, it was not possible
for them to confirm that a surrender document reflected their understanding of the
agreements made during the discussions. It is likely that Indigenous people’s
understandings of surrenders changed over time. Initially, there could have been no
understanding of terminating their rights to the land because their holdings were
collective rather than individual. Accordingly, the concept of selling land would have
been completely foreign to them. Sharing land and resources, on the other hand, was
consistent with Indigenous land use. As time passed, and as the Indigenous people saw
settlers encroaching on their lands without punishment and Crown promises not being
kept largely without embarrassment or remorse, they must have come to understand that
the British understanding of treaties differed completely from theirs. They also must
have come to understand that, given the circumstances, they needed treaties to provide
for their people to the greatest extent possible.249 As is observed repeatedly in this study,
good intentions on the part of the Chiefs and Principal Men did not always lead to good
outcomes after the treaties were signed. Once the power balance ended, individual
Indigenous leaders also lost power. Many scholars have identified the War of 1812 as the
beginning of the unbalancing.
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The Impact of the War of 1812 on Indigenous Peoples
White (1991) argued that a balanced relationship may have developed in the
“middle ground” between the British and Indigenous peoples in the early years of the
pays d'en haut,250 but this situation lasted only as long as power was balanced.
Indigenous peoples’ status in Upper Canada declined as the result of increasing settler
population and declining military and territorial occupancy utility to the British Crown.
Most Indigenous peoples likely were aware of their declining status over time,
and the reasons for it. As Mississauga Methodist missionary Rev. Peter Jones
(Kahkewaquonaby) (1861) recounted, in 1764, the Treaty of Niagara, which served to
ratify the Royal Proclamation of 1763, extended the Covenant Chain of Silver that had
resulted from the earlier Treaty of Albany to Indigenous peoples at least far as Sault Ste.
Marie,
The treaty then made with the Indians placed them as allies with the British
nation, and not subjects; and they were so considered until the influx of
emigration completely outnumbered the aborigines. From that time the Colonial
Government assumed a parental authority over them, treating them in every
respect as children.251

The decline in status was marked by end of the War of 1812. McCalla (1993) argued
that,
Although the Rebellion of 1837 reminded other Upper Canadians that Indians
could still take an autonomous military role, the end of the War of 1812 proved to
be the beginning of the end of the military significance of the native population
[… and] by 1830 imperial policy saw the native peoples not as important allies
but as a problem.252
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The British knew or ought reasonably to have known that Indigenous support for
them in the War of 1812 had been met with umbrage from the Americans. If they had
not concluded this fact on their own, Indigenous people had told them. For example, on
July 7, 1818,253 in a Council meeting at Drummonds [sic] Island called by the Ottawa,
Ojibwa, and Winnebago, concerning their loss of Michilimackinac and witnessed by, i.a.,
Superintendent of Indian Affairs at Drummond Island, Lieutenant-Colonel William
McKay, and his storekeeper, clerk. and interpreter, Captain Thomas G. Anderson, Ottawa
Chief Okedaa (Ocaitau) advised the British that,
Father – Our Chiefs did not consent to have their lands given up to the Americans,
but you did it, my father, without ever consulting us and in doing that you
delivered us up to their Mercy. They are enraged at us for having joined you in
the play [war] and they treat us worse than dogs.254

The British ignored the Anishinaabeg’s demands. The Anishinaabeg were not present
when the Treaty of Ghent was negotiated and signed in December of 1814.255 The War
of 1812 may have seemed to the British to be an extension of the American Revolution.
Regardless, the expense of the war256 and likely the risks the conflict posed for
resumption of a full war between Britain and the United States effectively numbed any
intention Britain had to honour its repeated promises and commitments to Indigenous
peoples or to respond to the factual demands of any Indigenous groups. As Corbiere
(2015c) argued, “The political will was not there, nor the negotiating skill or
backbone.”257 In addition to resulting in loss of territory and inducing American
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retaliation, the War of 1812 had a grievous and lasting impact on Indigenous people, their
cultures, and the animals they hunted:
Especially in Upper Canada, [the War of 1812] significantly accelerated the
dissolution of native society by destroying much of that society’s economic base
and undermining its internal cohesion and spiritual values. The contending
armies drove away the wildlife and devastated the hunting-grounds. In addition
to ravaging the native settlements, the fighting inflicted heavy casualties and
drove over two thousand destitute natives from the southwestern region of the
province to the Mississauga lands north and west of Lake Ontario. This
overburdened territory was already unable to support adequately the local
indigenous population. Devastated by disease and alcoholism and unable either to
sustain themselves through traditional economic activity or to merge into white
society, the natives were obliged to rely ever more heavily on meagre government
and charitable support.258

The devastation wrought in part by or, perhaps, brought into sharp relief by, the War of
1812, spurred Protestant missionary work among the Indigenous people, beginning with
the Mississauga along the north shore of Lake Ontario and then moving northward to the
Chippewa.
Concluding Thoughts About How Different Belief Systems Influenced Dispossession
This chapter compared and contrasted Anishinaabe and British belief systems.
Ways of being and knowing, and values and ethics were important when the nation-tonations relationship changed from allies to victor and vanquished. The differing belief
systems could be and were used to “other” people holding the “wrong” beliefs and to use
deficit narratives to label those people in the service of self-interest and to justify and
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legitimate actions, including dispossession, which links the differing belief systems to the
case studies. Consideration of the theoretical foundations of Anishinaabe and British
belief systems grounded in their ontologies, epistemologies, and axiologies, is necessary
to understand the subsequent exploration of how differences were manifested in practice
as the British attempted to literally and figuratively superimpose their belief system over
Anishinaabe land.
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Chapter 4. Imagined and Imaginary Space: Superimposing a Worldview on
Anishinaabe Land

Anishinaabe and British belief systems provided the theoretical foundations of
their respective worldviews. These worldviews were manifested through people’s
everyday attitudes toward, and practices on, the land. In turn, these practices reproduced
and reinforced the people’s worldviews, that is, “the beliefs and assumptions by which an
individual makes sense of experiences that are hidden deep within the language and
traditions of the surrounding society.”1 Communicated tacitly by “origin myths, narrative
stories, linguistic metaphors, and cautionary tales,” worldviews “set the ground rules for
shared cultural meaning.”2 A group's customs, norms (including norms respecting how
places should look3), and institutions rested on their shared values and assumptions.4
While worldviews may have been socially constructed mental maps, they also
substantially informed attitudes and practices in everyday life. In fact, since worldviews
influenced or constrained approaches in practice, it may not have been possible or
practical for their holders to consider acting in any other fashion. In this chapter,
eighteenth- and nineteenth-century Anishinaabe and British worldviews are explored
through analyzing their attitudes toward, and use of, land, even as the British attempted to
literally and figuratively superimpose their worldview on Anishinaabe land. After
introducing British use of land, especially respecting farming, the British worldview is
examined through language, with particular reference to uncultivated land and forests,
and through the situation of the ambitious but unaccepted land owner Captain John Le
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Breton’s5 projected, secular constructions of property and the profit potential of land.
The Anishinaabe worldview is examined through quotations from chief’s speeches, but
because the British worldview came to prevail over most Indigenous land, much of the
chapter is devoted to analyzing the instability and inconsistency of colonial governance,
and how assimilationist policy and the Indian Department worked to impose Imperial
control over Indigenous peoples and their lands.
Although British peoples’ land use sustained them physically, emotionally, and
socially,6 the British legal system, which included inheritability, viewed land as a
commodity with profit potential, that could be sold, exchanged, inherited, or otherwise
transacted, and transformed through, for example, deforestation, draining, channeling, or
infilling to make it commercially productive and lucrative. In addition to reflecting those
legal aspects, Captain Le Breton’s situation also had a human element. It demonstrated
that being male, Anglican, and English-speaking, and having a military title, did not
guarantee acceptance by your colonial peers in the colony or approval of the land
development plans you created in your imagination. While land could hold great
sentimental value for individuals and families who sought to make homes and to find
independence and prosperity,7 Captain Le Breton’s plans reflected the utility or
“usefulness” of land to people who, given funding and foresight, had the right to
subordinate the land on a large scale for their own purposes. Those without Captain Le
Breton’s wherewithal were focused on the practicalities of survival, which caused them
to subordinate the land on a smaller scale for their own purposes. While those settlers
may have attached emotion to the land, particularly respecting providing for their
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families in the future, spirituality typically did not play a significant role in attitudes
towards, or use of, land.
In contrast, the Anishinaabe view was spiritually infused and was best understood
in terms of relationships, connections, and responsibilities. The Anishinaabeg’s
relationships to land were “physical, cognitive, sensory and emotional.”8 For the
Anishinaabeg, land was not a possession or a commodity. Instead, land involved a
spiritual relationship. As was the case for many Indigenous peoples, Anishinaabe
perspectives on land and its uses were collective and communal.9 Occupancy rights were
based on generations of customary use by one's family rather than by legal title recorded
on paper. Since land was held communally, individuals and their families could use, but
could not “own” land in the British sense of ownership. In fact, the concept of individual
ownership was foreign to the Anishinaabeg. For example, at a Council on October 17,
1818, in King Township north of York, Chief Yellowhead was quoted as saying
Father – It would be folly for me to say that the Land is mine, for the Land
belongs to God, who bestowed it on all for our subsistence.10

The spiritual aspect of land derived from an understanding that “Indian law” had been
sent by the Creator. Thus, the Anishinaabeg’s uses of their lands were complex,
including “spatial movement, cultural circulation and informational mediation.”11
Johnston (2004a) noted that, by drawing his totem, a White Rein Deer or Caribou, on
treaties, Chief Yellowhead confirmed that
He drew his authority from his fathers and grandfathers before him back to the
first White Rein Deer. He understood his role was to stand in the place assigned
to his ancestors until the end of time.12
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This combination of authority and responsibility explains why Anishinaabe groups stayed
or returned as close to home as possible following dispossession.
As was the case with land, Indigenous laws and legal institutions were embedded
in relationships and connections. Instead of compartmentalizing them, Indigenous
peoples, including the Anishinaabeg, took a holistic approach:
Indians, under their own laws, did not need a common law title to the lands they
occupied: they had property rights, defined in their own laws, but obviously they
could not define their title in terms of the English common law.13

Since sovereignty derived from the Creator, place, land use, and governance had a
spiritual dimension.14 On October 2, 1873, a decade after the study period ended, during
the negotiations that led to Treaty 3, Saulteaux (western Anishinaabe) Chief Ma-we-dope-nais of Fort Frances was quoted as stating:
All this is our property where you have come. We have understood you yesterday
that Her Majesty has given you the same power and authority as she has, to act in
this business; you said the Queen gave you her goodness, her charitableness in
your hands. That is what we think, that the Great Spirit has planted us on this
ground where we are, as you were where you came from. We think where we are
is our property. I will tell you what he said to us – is when he planted us here; the
rules that we should follow – us Indians. He has given us rules that we should
follow to govern us rightly.15

Chief Ma-we-do-pe-nais's statement illustrates the Anishinaabe perception of the
relationship between spirituality and governance. The centrality of the spiritual
dimension provided one of many contrasts between Anishinaabe and British views. For
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example, the Upper Canadian government was expected to play, or expected itself to
play, a paternalistic, protective role to protect the public that was quite different from the
roles played by Anishinaabe civil and war chiefs. For example, an Anishinaabe civil
chief’s duties
included the presiding at councils of his band, the making of decisions that
affected their general welfare, and the settlement of small disputes. He
represented the band at the signing of treaties [with Indigenous and nonIndigenous groups16], the payment of annuities, and any large gathering of the
tribe.17

As was the case with governance, the Anishinaabeg’s communal and collectivist
view of land use contrasted with British views concerning land and its appropriate uses.
For example, the groups drew, identified, and measured boundaries differently.
Following the land surrenders in the Robinson Huron Treaty of 1850 (Treaty 61),
northern Ojibwa Chiefs Wagemake and Papaisanse [Papasainse] submitted a petition
dated August 17, 1851. The petition read:
In describing our reserves we did not understand the distance of miles, but we
gave certain points & [sic] we hope that in the survey those boundaries will be
adhered to & [sic] not the imaginary space which a term conveys to us altho’ [sic]
well known to you.18

The relevance of the Chiefs’ concern is apparent from the official record of the reserves,
which were largely described by their dimensions in the “imaginary space” marked by
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miles. For example, in the Robinson Huron Treaty of 1850, the Schedule of Reservations
identified
2nd. [For] Wagemake and his band, a tract of land to commence at a place called
Nehickshegeshing, six miles from east to west by three miles in depth.
3rd. [For] Kitcheposkissegun (by Papasainse), from Point Grondine, westward,
six miles inland by two miles in front, so as to include the small Lake
Nessinassung (a tract for themselves and their bands).
4th. [For] Wabakekik, three miles front, near Shebawenaning, by five miles
inland, for himself and band.19

Confusion existed between measurement in “miles,” which most northern Anishinaabe
peoples did not understand, and “leagues,” which many of them did understand because
of their long association with the French (but the treaty negotiators did not).20 Instead of
the “imaginary space” marked by “miles,” the southern Anishinaabe used geographical
points to identify boundaries. Writing from Georgina Island in Lake Simcoe on October
12, 1903, Charles Big Canoe, a member of the Chippewa of Lake Simcoe group formerly
led by Chief Joseph Snake, confirmed that
our hunting ground extend up this River till we Reach Keziak kah sah ge go ning
now called Island Lake this Lake Lieth about the Hights [sic] of Land. we
portage hear [sic] till we strake the waters that runes [sic] to Ottawa the Lake was
[?] we Hunted in thos [sic] waters is called Kee che po se ge kah me gong our
hunting ground do not go any further this is the division Line. the other Indian
own the groun [sic] from this place.21
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This quotation demonstrates the Anishinaabeg’s use of geographical features to give
directions and to define boundaries in contrast with the British use of miles. Next, British
use of land is analyzed, with particular reference to evolving land policy, farming, and
other rural activities.
Crown Land Policy
An assessment of Crown land policy begins in the larger European context. As
Wilson (2009) argued,
In the nineteenth century, property in the form of land was arguably the most
fundamental element in the trinity of liberal values – property, liberty and equality
throughout the western world.22

These “liberal” values allowed nation states to compete for control of other people’s
lands. Colonialism comprised taking over other people's land and using it for purposes
that initially may have only amounted to preventing another nation state from controlling
that land. Subsequently, purposes often included imposing sovereignty through sociopolitical and cultural imperialism) and receiving resources and revenues. As
environmental historian Campbell (2005) noted
From eighteenth-century Britain came a tradition of natural history in the
sciences, a Romantic aesthetic appreciation of landscape, and, most importantly,
demands of Mother England for the natural resources of her overseas colonies.
As a result, colonial policy kept ownership of lands and resources with the
Crown. Gradually the emphasis shifted from reserving these resources for the
state's own use to selling rights to the resources in the form of timber limits or
mineral licenses in order to raise revenue. This system of management would
pose two problems to conservation efforts [and to Indigenous peoples]. As long
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as the Crown benefited directly from the sale of resources on its lands, the value
of conservation would not be apparent until the supply of these resources was
seriously diminished. Historians have concluded that Crown ownership merely
created a cozy relationship between industry and state that allowed private
interests to fully exploit public [that is, Indigenous] lands. Numerous conflicts of
interest were also inherent in “the Crown” itself, because the responsibility for
different types of land and resources was divided among different branches and
levels of government. For example, the Crown was simultaneously responsible
for Indian reserve lands (at the federal level) and resource development (at the
provincial).23

Although this summary focused on the resource conservation and sustainability, its
relevance to the relationship between Crown land policy and Indigenous lands is clear. In
British North America, after dispossessing Indigenous people of their land, colonialism
inextricably connected “Crown” land, land policy, and a class system. The main
architects of the Constitutional Act of 1791, British Prime Minister William Pitt and
Colonial Secretary William Grenville, sought to ensure that what remained of British
North America following the revolt of the thirteen colonies remained under British
control.24 Accordingly, the “counter-revolutionary” approach of Pitt and Grenville
provided
three checks on the popular will that had been noticeably absent in the American
colonies – a landed aristocracy, an executive branch that was financially and
politically independent of the House of Assembly, and an established Church of
England.25
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The connection between land, land policy, and the class system was established as soon
as the colony of Upper Canada came into existence and continued thereafter. Article
XLIII of the Act (1791) imposed the British land tenure system (termed “free and
common socage”) in Upper Canada26 as had been the express desire of the Loyalists.27
Until 1825, Crown land policy had three objectives none of which aimed to
establish a land market.28 First, the policy rewarded the “United Empire Loyalists”
(Loyalists) following the revolt of the thirteen colonies29 and to government officials’
friends.30 Second, the policy reserved land that could be leased to generate revenues to
support the colonial representatives of the Crown and the (“established”) Protestant
church in order “to maintain the independence of the colonial state from the elected
legislature and any taxes it might raise.”31
The Crown land policy's disposition of land clearly tied governance and power
structures to the land. The ambiguity of the phrase “Protestant clergy” in the Act (1791),
however, was to cause decades of criticism and contention.32 Article XXXVI of the
Constitutional Act of 1791 (31 George III, c. 31), directed that land in Upper and Lower
Canada should be reserved for the “Protestant clergy.”33 Thus, one-seventh of the land in
the colony was reserved for the “Protestant clergy” until it was eventually transferred to
the Clergy Reserve Corporation.34
Indigenous people were not exempted from this policy. The commissioners
appointed by the first Governor General of the Province of Canada, Sir Charles Bagot, to
study the “Affairs of the Indians in Canada” reported the following:
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Clergy Reserves from Lands surrendered in Trust by the Indians.
By the Proclamation of 1763, the Crown reserved to itself the exclusive privilege
of treating with the Indians for the sale of their Lands; and in cases where the
Indians have not sold them, they have surrendered them to the Crown in trust, to
be disposed of for their benefit.
Hence, these lands so surrendered, become liable, under the 36th Clause of the
Imperial Act, 31st Geo. III., Chap. 31, to the deduction of one-seventh for Clergy
Reserves [...]
The Surveyor General has accordingly made this, and in some instances, a further
deduction for Crown Reserves from the lands for sale on account of the Indians.35

The reservations for the clergy were followed quickly by reserves for the Crown. Under
an Instruction dated September 16, 1791, from the Colonial Office to Lord Dorchester as
Governor in Chief of Upper Canada, and subsequently proclaimed by the first
Lieutenant-Governors of Upper and Lower Canada,36
the lieutenant governor of Upper Canada was authorized to create Crown
reserves equal in number to the clergy reserves for the express purpose of
raising “by sale or otherwise, a fund to be hereafter applied to the support of
government.”37

That is,
The second clause specified in each township “a reservation of one-seventh part
thereof, for the support of a Protestant clergy, and one other seventh part thereof,
for the future disposition of the Crown.”38
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Tenancy of Crown reserves assured the government of receiving some income while
retaining the asset. Thus, one-seventh of the land in the colony was reserved for the
Crown until ownership was transferred to the Canada Land Company.
Third, the policy “granted small parcels of land, generally below 200 acres, to
‘unofficial’ settlers in return for the performance of ‘settlement duties.’ ”39 Wise (1993)
confirmed that, following his appointment as the first Lieutenant-Governor of the new
colony, John Graves Simcoe
used patronage for the explicit purpose of cementing to government the most
“respectable” members of society, whose principles through emulation would then
be broadcast throughout their localities.40

Perhaps because of the distance between the colony and Britain, the higher orders of lessthan-high society were awarded roles and land based on their “respectable” behaviour
rather than their breeding per se. Regardless, the landed aristocracy Pitt and Grenville
wanted was put in place. Subsequently, Sandwell (1994) recounted that
Ontario's economic development [failed] to correlate with high levels of wheat
exports and [...] instead local markets for a variety of agricultural products fuelled
the economy of early nineteenth-century Ontario. [McCalla (1978)] suggested
that credit, not subsistence agriculture, provided the underpinnings of the
society.41

This finding suggested that a class system had emerged in Upper Canada and later
Canada West perhaps may have been exactly as envisaged by Pitt, Grenville, and Simcoe,
but one that nonetheless did distinguish people on the basis of their land-based wealth.
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This finding also suggested that Upper Canada was a colony that existed as much for its
own purposes as it did to support the home country.
Never Enough Land
It seemed that, no matter how much land was acquired from Indigenous people, it
was never enough. Allegations and suspicions about a shortage of land persisted in the
colony. For non-Indigenous people, there never seemed to be enough land to go around.
Perceptions of a shortage of land in the mid-century may have begun during the first
quarter of the eighteenth century, when the “large grants to Loyalists who did not have to
perform settlement duties and the reserves served to hinder the development of compact
settlement.”42 Early in the colonization of the British-controlled area, an important
challenge to implementing Acting Deputy Surveyor General D. W. Smith's “chequered”
township survey plan, adopted on October 15, 1792,43 was the fact that some townships
were already settled. In such cases, Crown and clergy reserves would be clumped
together in less settled areas,44 which may have served to increase both the visibility of
undeveloped areas and the perception of preferential treatment for the privileged. For
example, as Clarke noted, in Essex County, only three townships were sufficiently
unsettled to have an approximation of the chequered survey plan applied.45 The
chequerboard pattern of reserves, it was said, “inhibited the formation of continuous
settlements and forced settlers further into the bush.”46
Germane to the perceived availability of land was the affordability of land.
Moreover, affordability may have been exercised as a technology of social control.
Clarke (2010) has argued that
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The imperial government came to participate in exercises in social engineering,
setting land prices on Crown land at a level sufficiently high to ensure that it
would require time to acquire so that the prospective settler, unless independently
wealthy or capable of obtaining sufficient credit, served capitalism as a labourer
or as part of a labouring family. Tenancy and squatting was also a response to
such circumstances.47

Later, the alleged shortage of land may have been a cloak for the resentment on the part
of landowners who thought that the Crown and clergy reserves and the “waste” lands
held by the Canada Company slowed settlement (by “real” settlers who were landowners
rather than tenants) and hindered development.48 According to this way of thinking,
reserved land was vacant wild land that contributed nothing to the public benefit
and served only to prove the injustice and conspiracy of those crafty covetous few
who held power in the province.49

The existence of such “unimproved” land, which theoretically amounted to at least twosevenths of every surveyed township, increased the amount of statutory road work that
had to be done by local residents and decreased the value of their “improved” land,50 as
well as making access to markets more difficult. Some scholars, however, have not
found sufficient evidence to support the pointed complaints about the land reserved for
Crown and clergy. For example, Wilson (2009) reported that
Absentee owners, a shortage of currency, poor transportation facilities, war, and
slow rates of immigration before 1815 were arguably more detrimental to
settlement than the reserves.51
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In contrast, however, other scholars have identified that a relationship existed between
reserved land and the rebellion of 1837. For example, Clarke (2010) suggested that
“mismanagement of the reserved lands contributed to the outbreak of rebellion in
1837.”52 Another factor in the perception of the shortage of land may have been the
visibly increasing settler population in the southern parts of the colony at mid-century.53
Additional factors may have been location and cost. Crowley (1995) argued that “the last
large chunks of arable public lands in southern Ontario were put on the auction block in
1852.”54 Crowley (1995) further argued that “the best acreages had become fully
occupied by the third quarter of the century,” and that “cheap land became scarce towards
the end of the century's third quarter,” that is, about 1870.55 Land prices varied over
time. After land prices had generally trended upward, the cost of land dropped
significantly, which Crowley (1995) claimed was in response to a significant reduction in
immigration in 1858.56 Mays (1980) confirmed the decline in land prices, but attributed
the decline to the failure of the wheat market and the beginning of the depression of
1857.57 In the 1860s, land prices again began to increase.58 Varying, especially
increasing, land prices likely affected non-Indigenous settlers’ perceptions of land
availability. However, the perceptions may have been mistaken. For example, in 1861,
eleven percent of the arable land in Brant County was available as were farms with
inexpensive rent, and, a decade later, twenty-four percent of land in Essex County was
still available.59
Moreover, the availability of free land in the southern parts of the province until
1825 may have jaundiced subsequent perceptions of the cost and availability of land in
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Upper Canada and, later, Canada West. “Free” land was available in the United States
for a longer time. In contrast to American-controlled territory,
Ontario's free land policies after 1840 applied only to marginal acreages in the
mid-northern region stretching from the Ottawa River to Georgian Bay and, later,
in the districts of Nipissing, Sault Ste. Marie, Manitoulin, Algoma, Rainy River,
and Thunder Bay.60

The unrelenting pressure on Indigenous peoples on British-controlled territory to
surrender their traditional and reserved lands in part suggested that affordability and
availability were not synonymous. Moreover, all of the pressure did not come from
immigrants who wanted to farm. Instead, “lumbering interests” induced the government
to build colonization roads well after the study period ended.61
Despite criticism from people holding more liberal or republican beliefs,62 and
perhaps from people who wanted the land for themselves, the Crown and clergy land
reserve system persisted for decades until they were secularized in 1854.63 Criticism of
the clergy reserves increased after 1835, when Sir John Colborne created fifty-seven new
glebes from Crown and clergy reserves near towns for Anglican rectories.64 Colborne did
not invent glebes in Upper Canada, he simply perpetuated them (and, in so doing,
perpetuated criticism of them). As a “piece of land serving as part of a clergyman's
benefice and providing income,”65 many glebes had been laid out before 1791 in
preparation for the clergy who were expected to arrive in the colony.66 While the largest
single beneficiary of glebes was the Church of England (22,345 acres), between 1781 and
1833, 1,160 acres were set aside for the Kirk (the Church of Scotland), and 400 acres for
the Roman Catholic Church.67 The land sold to the Canada Company included the
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Crown reserves but did not include the clergy reserves.68 Instead the vast Huron Tract –
more than one million acres in the southwest of the colony – was substituted but the
Canada Company did not activate sales of Huron Tract land quickly, which increased
criticism of the clergy reserves.69
Irrespective of the criticism, the Crown and clergy reserves never achieved their
anticipated revenue potential.70 Until the free land grant policy ended in the mid-1820s,
they generated little revenue for the Church of England.71 This problem was
compounded by Anglicans’ reluctance to support their clergy and church buildings, which
in part may have resulted from their expectations respecting the British church receiving
state support and also support from the Society for Propagating the Gospel in Foreign
Parts,72 and, from 1835 to1840, from the Upper Canada Clergy Society.73
In his 1819 Memorial to the-then Lieutenant-Governor, Francis Gore, Strachan
proposed the formation of a corporation to manage the clergy reserves. Later that same
year, the clergy reserves corporation had been established, headed by Strachan.74
Following a precedent set by Anglican Bishop Mountain and with the knowledge of thethen Attorney General, John Beverley Robinson, Strachan successfully sought the support
of the Archbishop of Canterbury, Lieutenant-Governor Sir Peregrine Maitland, and the
Society for the Propagation of the Gospel to win a charter for a “Clergy Corporation of
Upper Canada.”75 Under the direction of Strachan’s former pupil, George H. Markland,
the Clergy Corporation assumed much of the routine work of the Crown Lands
Department respecting the clergy reserves and the lands held by the Anglican Church.76
The criticisms levelled at the privilege respecting land grants and reserves of members
and friends of the Strachan school graduates who comprised the “Family Compact” (also
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known as the “Compact Tories”) finally had some effect. In 1823, Anglican control over
the clergy reserves was diminished when the Upper Canadian legislature recognized the
Church of Scotland’s status as “a co-established church” in the colony and confirmed the
Church of Scotland’s claim to a share of the clergy reserves.77 In 1826, the colonial
authorities arranged “that as a condition of its charter the colonizing Canada Company
should make annual grants to both the Kirk [Presbytery] and the Roman Catholic
Church.”78 Wilson (2009) has described Commissioner of Crown Lands R. B. Sullivan’s
report that, by 1837, approximately 1,805 leases had been formalized for 361,000 acres
as a “gross” underestimate.79
For more than a decade after limited revenue sharing was legislated, the Church
of England continued to receive all of the rental income from the clergy reserves. On
August 7, 1840, in an effort to calm the situation in Upper Canada ahead of the Union,
the British Parliament approved Poulett Thomson's, Lord Sydenham's, bill to divide the
proceeds of future sales of the clergy reserves: half to go to the Anglican and Presbyterian
churches and the other half to go to the other denominations, including the Roman
Catholics.80 Subsequently, other denominations were given a portion of the revenues
from the clergy reserves.81 Ultimately, the Crown and clergy reserves were put on the
market: “Eventually these lands were sold and the proceeds were used to support the
church and government.”82 Following passage of the Clergy Reserves Secularization Act
(1854), people who held leases remained on their clergy reserve lots and continued to pay
rent.83
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Lands Reserved for Schools and Military Purposes
In 1787, multiple United Empire Loyalist settlers petitioned the Governor General
of British North America, Sir Guy Carleton, Lord Dorchester, for assistance to establish a
school in each of the four districts in existence then: New Johnston, New Oswegatchie,
Cataraqui, and Niagara.84 In 1789, Lord Dorchester responded to the memorial by
instructing the Surveyors-General to reserve land to endow for schools in all of the new
townships.85 The lands thus reserved remained unused. Five years following the
enactment of the Constitutional Act (1791), in 1796, the Duke of Portland instructed the
Lieutenant-Governor, John Graves Simcoe, to attend to the issue of establishing schools
in the colony.86 In 1797, the Upper Canadian legislature petitioned George III to grant
land to endow a “Grammar School” in each of the four districts87 and one university to be
funded by appropriating “a certain portion of the waste lands of the Crown.”88 The
petition was successful. Subsequently, “550,000 acres of Crown lands, were forthwith set
apart for the endowment of schools.”89 Thus, the School Lands were carved out of the
Crown reserves.
Although the endowment of more than one-half million acres of land was not
sufficient to support the schools as had been envisioned,90 the School Lands continued to
be reserved. In 1816, the inadequate student preparation for Grammar Schools was
remedied when the colonial government made provision to establish and maintain local
Common Schools,91 however, chronic underfunding of schools persisted. Following a
request made in 1822, the Lieutenant-Governor, Major-General Sir Peregrine Maitland,
oversaw the execution of a plan “to exchange some of the school lands for the more
productive Clergy Reserve Lands.”92 In 1823, control of schools and school lands was
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granted to a “General Board of Education,”93 that was headed by John Strachan. This
arrangement did not go unnoticed. In 1831, one of the investigations into the slow
development of the school system in Upper Canada
recommended that control of the money arising from the sale of the school lands
should be put into the hands of the receiver general, and not the executive,
allowing for “the general superintendence and organization of the whole system
of management [to] thus be open to public inspection and approval.”
Conservatives were clearly reflecting the same views as reformers concerning the
“public” nature of schooling in Upper Canada.94
Perhaps because it came from a broad spectrum of Upper Canadian society, the “public”
opinion was heard. In 1832, the General Board of Education was abolished, whereupon
control of schools and school lands reverted to the Lieutenant-Governor-in-Council.95
When Sir John Colborne's illness caused the Legislature of Upper Canada to be
prorogued at York on February 13, 1833, the Lieutenant-Governor appeared to want to
reassure the members of the legislative Council and the House of Assembly concerning
the availability of the School Lands:
With respect to the distribution of school lands, I may assure you that should it be
desirable to select small portions of land for the especial use of any particular
district or township, such arrangements as may be required, can be made without
difficulty. Indeed, I am convinced that the reservation of large blocks of land for
the support of schools, depreciates the value of the endowment, and impedes the
settlement of the country.96

Colborne's remarks also indicated that parcels of School Lands had to be requested rather
than being granted automatically from the Crown reserves within local jurisdictions, or
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the Crown reserves remained unassigned but available for choosing. On August 20,
1836, an anonymous pamphleteer writing from Toronto suggested that the School Lands
be made available based on the numbers on the church assessment rolls of the various
denominations.97
Apparently, there was little or no response to Colborne's and the pamphleteer’s
suggestions as, on November 9, 1836, the Lieutenant-Governor, Francis Head, again
addressed the members of the Legislative Council and the House of Assembly at the
opening of Parliament concerning the availability of the School Lands. Head expressed
his opinion, none too subtly, that
The disposal of the school lands, and the promotion of general education, are so
intimately connected with the future destinies of this colony, that I feel confident
they will suggest themselves to your early consideration.98

Perhaps uncertainty regarding how to fund the school buildings had led to a delay in
many of the townships and districts requesting portions of the School Lands.
Alternatively, the residents may have had to prioritize survival through collective family
effort and, as a result, they may not have been interested in sending their children to
school.
In the summer of 1837, one of the grievances mentioned in reformer William
Lyon Mackenzie's “Constitution” was the failure of the British Government and the
Upper Canadian Legislative Council to assent to bills, including bills “to sell the Clergy
Reserves for educational purposes [... and] to dispose of the school lands in aid of
education.”99 It was not until 1839, however, that the Upper Canadian legislature
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established a system of “popular” education in Upper Canada, and “endowed it with
ample funds.”100 The Grammar School Act of 1839 made part of the School Lands
created in 1797 available for the wider provision of secondary schools in the colony.101
The union of Upper and Lower Canada in 1841 did not unite the two colonies’
educational systems102 and, as a result, the educational systems continued to develop
independently. By the 1840s, at least some of the School Lands were included in the
public lands that were available for purchase by settlers. In 1840, for example, the
average price of public lands in Canada West was reported to be
11s. 2d. per acre for crown lands; 12s. 8d. for clergy reserves, and 12s. 6d. for
school lands – the latter two classes being often found in detached lots in settled
parts of the country. The price has not varied very considerably since that period
[up to 1848]. There are still vast wildernesses unsurveyed.103

These prices indicated that the School Lands were thought to be more valuable than
Crown reserves but less valuable than clergy reserves.
Unlike the School Lands, not all of the Ordnance Lands (military reserves) had
been part of the Crown reserves. Instead some of these lands had been purchased directly
by the Imperial government.104 At the opening of Parliament on November 9, 1836, the
Lieutenant-Governor, Sir Francis Head, told the members of the Legislative Council and
the House of Assembly
I have to inform you that for the purpose of encouraging Immigration, I have
recommended to his Majesty's Government that such portions of the Military
Reserves as are not required for defence, should, as early as possible, be offered to
the public. I also hope to be authorised to adopt a quicker, more convenient and
more beneficial system, in the Land-Granting Department; and I am happy to add,
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that I have concluded negociations [sic] by which I have obtained from the
Indians very extensive tracts of rich land, which from feelings highly creditable to
their race, they have cheerfully relinquished for the public good.105

Head did not explain why it was necessary for the Indigenous people to surrender
their land when Head was going to make the Military Reserves available, both in an
effort to attract immigrants who as yet were only theoretical settlers. Head's proposal did
suggest the security felt by the colony and also signalled the declining role of Indigenous
peoples as allies as their support was unnecessary if the colony was secure. Head did not
receive approval to sell some of the Military Reserves. It was not until 1855 that the
Imperial government proposed to retain control over the Ordnance lands at Quebec,
Montreal, and Kingston, that the provincial government should take over control of
certain militarily strategic lands, and that the remaining lands would be transferred to the
provincial government to be sold.106
Other Non-Indigenous Land Holdings
Although five-sevenths of township land theoretically was available for
settlement, Gates (1968) estimated that, by 1825, sixty-two percent of all of the land in
the province was owned by speculators,107 defined as individuals holding 400 acres or
more.108 (In contrast, a typical farm in Upper Canada was 100 or 200 acres,109 not all of
which, as Crowley (1995) pointed out, would have been arable or cleared.110) In 1825, a
financial crisis in the colony prompted a change in land policy. In order to avoid a
taxation approach, which would have given more power to the elected assembly, the
executive chose to attempt to maintain its own power by abolishing grants and seeking
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revenues through sale of land.111 Subsequently, the government's role in allocating land
to non-Indigenous people was supplemented by those of corporate landholders, including
the Canada Company, the Clergy Reserve Corporation, which Clarke (2010) described as
a “private business,”112 and King's College.113 In addition to the Halton block and the
Huron tract, the Canada Company alone “acquired 1,384,013 acres of former Crown
reserves, mostly eighty- to two-hundred-acre lots scattered through nearly every
township.” The emergence of a land market helped achieve Simcoe's earlier goal of
creating an underclass while also doubling the amount of debt that new settlers had to
assume.114 Although it is doubtful that Simcoe would have foreseen this eventuality, the
availability of labourers was helpful to ensuring a supply of inexpensive food for an
industrializing Britain115 as farming was, at least seasonally, a labour-intensive
undertaking. Henceforth, other than reserving land for Indigenous people however
briefly such a reservation might last, land could be sold or leased.
Eventually, land policy extended to “access to land” policy. For example,
The 1853 Public Lands Act established an “Improvement Fund” to build and
improve roads in settled areas of the province and a “Colonization Fund” for new
roads in unsettled areas.116

In the end, the Crown land policy assured almost everything except Indigenous people’s
rights to occupy, access, and use their traditional and reserved lands. Instead, as is
discussed next, the policy accommodated the owning, tenanting, squatting, farming,
lumbering, waged, and other settlers.
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The Settlers
The French Canadians were the first to arrive in what became Upper Canada
because of exploration and the fur trade. The United Empire Loyalists arrived over
several decades following the revolt of the 13 Colonies in what became the United States.
During and immediately after the American Revolution, approximately 6,000 “early”
Loyalists migrated to British North America with representation from multiple
denominations: Church of England, Presbyterian, Roman Catholic, Lutherans,
Mennonites, Quakers, Baptists, and Methodists.117 From the early 1790s until the War of
1812, approximately 90,000 “late” Loyalists migrated to Upper Canada, apparently
attracted more by the free land grants than by living under British rule.118 The War of
1812 effectively ended the welcome for Loyalists or at least tempered its warmth.
Of the immigrants coming from Europe up to 1857, the greatest number came
from Ireland.119 Settlers also came from England, Scotland,120 Wales,121 Italy, Germany,
and other countries in Europe either directly, across the Atlantic Ocean, or indirectly,
after initially arriving elsewhere in North America.122 After the Loyalist influx, most
emigrants travelled to Upper Canada by ship. The access afforded to more affluent
people was evident in the ships in which people travelled as well as in their location on
the ships. Fares were lower in the Canadian “timber” ships that were returning empty
from Europe.123 In ships that were designed to carry passengers, those who could afford
to stay in cabins would do so, while the less affluent (and less fortunate) travelled in
steerage.124 Some of the national and individual motivations for emigrating are analyzed
next.
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Push- and Pull-Factors for Settlers
Despite concerns extant concerning the large numbers of people who were
emigrating, from the Imperial government’s point of view emigration was largely
beneficial, not only because it afforded a pressure relief valve from overpopulation but
more specifically, emigration addressed the problems of unemployment and civil unrest
at a time when agriculture was increasingly becoming commercialized and produce
prices remained low and working people’s prospects generally seemed limited.125
Errington (2007) noted that, in 1834, following passage of the Poor Law, parishes were
authorized to fund, and a Commission was established to expedite, the out-migration of
poor people.126
In contrast with the economic and political motives of the nation state, however,
individuals usually found the prospect of migration more complicated. Grant (1988)
argued that, following the depression after the Napoleonic wars ended in 1815,
Many emigrants [...] were motivated by ambition, disillusionment with the slow
progress of reform in Britain, or worry about their futures in a period of
widespread pessimism.127

As was the situation for the “American” Indigenous people who had to make the difficult
decision to move somewhere else (see Chapter 6), for people in Britain, deciding to
emigrate to Upper Canada was not always an easy one. Many factors were taken into
account when deciding whether to emigrate. Factors included, for example, “an
emigrant's age, sex, marital status, financial resources, and, of course, personal
expectations.”128 The prospects of remaining at home were compared and contrasted to
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the prospects that might be available in the “New World.”129 During such considerations,
information received from trusted friends and relatives in Upper Canada was weighted
more heavily than was information in the plentiful travel writings and settlers’ guides.130
An important pull factor for some who decided to emigrate was the hope of finding a
better life for themselves and their families. In contrast, a push factor for others was
leaving in order to avoid the responsibilities of home, such as supporting their wife and
children, caring for their aging parents, or working on the family farm, or to escape a
dysfunctional family, a failed relationship, a creditor, or the courts.131
One interesting reason for individuals to decide to emigrate was a conservative
rather than a radical one. Some scholars studying the emergence of capitalism in Europe
have argued that loss of their way of life in Europe actually led some people to emigrate.
For example, Sandwell (2003) wrote
For many people making the move to rural Canada throughout the nineteenth
century, it was the appeal of familiar household and land-based economies –
increasingly untenable in Europe with the growth of capitalism – that drew them
away from their country of origin, and not the opportunities of individual profit
maximization. In a world where neither the market economy nor the state could
be relied upon to provide a basic minimum of continuous economic support, the
household rather than the individual provided a flexible and relatively secure
interface between the needs and desires of rural people on the one hand and the
economic opportunities of rural Canada on the other. [...] While historians have
emphasized the unequal distribution of power and resources within the household,
family members nevertheless acted at least some of the time on the basis of the aliberal and non-egalitarian idea of the family's collective well-being, and not their
individual self-interest, as they made their economic decisions.132
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Thus, some settlers migrated in an effort to recreate a vanishing or lost lifestyle. As
Bumsted (1982) observed about Highland Scots’ emigration, “the migrating Highlander
recognized full well that ‘only by departing his [sic] native land could he hope to
maintain his traditional way of life.’ ”133 Such emigrants felt it necessary to recreate their
old ways in the “New World” because their old ways could no longer be sustained in
their homeland of origin.
For some young men and women, and young couples, the decision to emigrate
was a bid to seek freedom from their parents’ home and control.134 Interestingly, in view
of the social and legal situation of women at the time,135 single women did emigrate to
Upper Canada and were encouraged to do so as they “would easily find positions as
domestic servants, teachers, or farm girls.”136 If independence was their goal, however,
for many single women, their independence would be fleeting. Since an important task
for a successful farmer was to find a “good” wife,137 many single women did not remain
single for long after their arrival. Many complaints were extant about the difficulty of
finding domestic servants138 and of keeping domestic servants because many of the
women left service as soon as they married. Leaving “service” to become the “mistress”
of their own home, however, did not equate to leaving work behind. As late as June 15,
1869, the editor of the Farmer’s Advocate wrote that, in Upper Canada, “the work of
women is more wearing, unremitting, and unrelieved than that of men.”139 Moreover,
marrying limited women’s legal rights: “Married women were not legally allowed to
hold, control, or dispose of property in their own name.”140
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Having family members already resident in the colony could be a pull factor for
some young people.141 Errington (2007) estimated that about ten percent of British
emigrants received assistance to emigrate, but stressed that most emigrants paid their own
way, either using their own funds or with the assistance of family or friends.142 For some
families, the decision to emigrate was “a strategy of heirship” that accommodated
contemporary economic exigencies while seeking security for the next generation.143
Presumably, for some couples the decision to emigrate would have been made jointly.
As married women were legal dependents, however, for other couples, the wives would
not have had a voice in the decision.144
Many of the settlers had similar motivation to emigrate and to continue working
once they arrived. Gaffield (1991) argued that, in the nineteenth century, family and kin
had a continuing importance to the “individual existence.”145 Maintenance of these
relationships was important for economic as well as emotional reasons.146 While some
settlers may have decided to emigrate to re-create a lifestyle they were losing in their
homeland,147 after arriving, they became future oriented. This future orientation
is particularly noteworthy for the study of rural society, since historians have
tended to depict rural families as present-minded and reluctant to innovate in
anticipation of changed conditions. The data now available on rural fertility,
marriage patterns, and inheritance suggest the inappropriateness of this depiction.
Rather than being trapped by their own traditional mentalities, the members of
rural families appear to have been quite responsive to their changing environment.
As early as the mid-nineteenth century in the Ontario townships, they were
revising the ways in which they reproduced themselves both demographically and
materially [... rather than being] little capitalist enterprises always seeking to
maximize immediate production.148
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The immediacy of the demands of daily life in the colony likely led settlers to make
pragmatic decisions with a view to the future, rather than being directed by the liberalism
discussed in the previous chapter. Murray (2013) confirmed that settler families had "the
twin goals of immediate survival and generational persistence."149 Accordingly,
“inheritance was a key mechanism of family reproduction, and planning for the
households of the next generation preoccupied parents who saw all their children
as deserving support.”150

This attitude was consistent with many parents’ desire “to enhance the possibility of their
children attaining material survival and security.”151 Regardless of their goals, the push
and pull of migration continued for some settlers. Some returned “home” while others
stayed despite their homesickness. For those who stayed, leaving “home” simultaneously
created a tie to the people and places left behind while providing a “shared sense of
identity” with the emigrants they met.152 The economy created by those who remained is
analyzed next.
The Economy of Upper Canada
The economy of Upper Canada was principally an agricultural one, and the
primary crop was wheat.153 As McCalla (1993) reported,
Although forest products were significant sources of income to rural householders
in many parts of the province, the majority of Upper Canadians depended on
agriculture for their livelihood. The characteristic economic institution
throughout the province was the individual family-owned and -operated farm.154
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Whether farms were occupied by owners or tenants, farming was the most common
occupation in Upper Canada and later Canada West. Sandwell (1994) noted that “farmers
provided the largest and most rapidly growing occupational field until late in the
nineteenth century.”155 Gaffield (1991) confirmed that “land-based rural communities
continued to define Canadian society throughout the entire nineteenth century.”156
Furthermore, as McCalla (1993) argued, “the farm household [w]as striving essentially
for autonomy, producing primarily for itself and in only a limited way for the market
place.”157 The agricultural focus with a mixed-farming system was true for most of
Upper Canada and later Canada West until beyond Confederation in 1867.158
Multiple Ways for Settlers to Occupy Land
Land was central to settler colonialism.159 Wilson (2009) asserted that
In the nineteenth century, property in the form of land was arguably the most
fundamental element in the trinity of liberal values – property, liberty, and
equality throughout the western world. Liberalism rested on the belief that
individuals pursued their own self-interest. According to political philosophers
and classical economists, land ownership was the prerequisite for creating a free
and independent person, someone whose mind and body were his [sic] alone.160

Belief in land ownership was powerful despite the fact that, as Wilson (2009) pointed out,
absolute ownership does not exist in a legal sense. In common usage we use the
word ownership when in a legal sense only rights and obligations matter. This
raises the question [concerning] what people mean when using the term “owner.”
Technically no such thing exists though it might be commonly construed as the
person possessing the greatest bundle of rights. In this regard, ownership and, by
extension, tenancy were [western] social constructs.161
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Non-Indigenous people occupied land in Upper Canada in multiple ways. In
addition to owning land, renting or leasing land was possible as well. Wilson (2009)
argued that, beyond conventional views of tenancy being a stepping stone to ownership
or a persistent state of marginalization, consideration should be given to tenancy being
“an alternative to ownership with a different, not inherently inferior, set of practices and
characteristics.”162 For various reasons, some settlers chose or resorted to leasing land.
Although they have received little recognition as settlers, tenancy was common and
tenants were present in some numbers throughout the colony. Wilson (2009) estimated
that, “in the first half of the nineteenth-century, from one-quarter to one-half of the
occupiers of farmland in Upper Canada were tenants.”163 Crowley (1995) confirmed that,
by 1848, 42.7 percent of the population were tenants while 57.3 percent were
“proprietors.”164 The length of tenants’ leases varied greatly. As Wilson (2009) reported,
Private individuals rarely let out their land on longer leases but the government
and land companies did. The Canada Company leased lots for ten- to twelve-year
terms [beginning in 1842]. The Crown and clergy reserves were let for twentyone year terms.165

Perhaps the most interesting reason for private landowners to lease land was that of land
speculators who wanted to protect the land from squatters while transferring the
responsibility for performing statute labour, carrying out settlement duties, and paying
taxes to tenants.166
Like land-owning settlers, tenants’ economic standing and goals varied and they
were widely dispersed within the colony.167 Wilson (2009) suggested that, “while tenants
were not included as part of the liberal vision of a capitalist political economy, they were
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very much a part of its working reality.”168 For example, in the 1840s, Chief Justice John
Beverley Robinson's property in East Gwillimbury Township northeast of Toronto was
tenanted.169 Moreover, despite the disregard of tenancy in the literature and the omission
of women and children from the documentary record,
without tenancy and the household economy many individuals might not have
found the security and flexibility necessary to experience the social mobility,
economic progress, and independence that the liberal New World [sic]
promised.170

Despite the number and variety of tenants, social acceptance of tenancy was slow. For
example, it was not until 1853 that (male) tenants were afforded the “parliamentary
franchise” and were first able to exercise it in 1858, when the “municipal franchise” was
also extended to them as well.171 The tolerance should not be overstated, however.
Perceptions of non-francophone tenants’ acceptability may have grown as a result of the
structuralization of discrimination against French Canada’s role in the Union
government.172
In addition to owning, renting, or leasing land, squatting was another way to
occupy land. While tenants may have not been held in high regard, they were not held in
the lowest regard. That distinction belonged to squatters.173 The documentary record
suggests that squatting was very common in Upper Canada. For example, the Lords of
Trade and Plantations’ (the “Board of Trade’s”) Instructions of 1761 directed that
squatters be removed from Indigenous lands.174 Regardless of the Instructions (1761),
however, the government seemed to expect squatters to be present on the landscape, and
their visibility increased over time,175 particularly on the Crown and clergy reserves.
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Perhaps in recognition of the delays inherent in the land allocation system,176 this
expectation may have related to a perception of squatters as being purchasers or tenants
in waiting, which meant that they potentially could generate revenues.
Multiple Types of Work in Rural Areas
As Craven (1995) and colleagues noted, not all settlers were farmers and not all
rural work was farming.177 Even people who would have considered themselves farmers
would often pursue additional income off their farms. Crowley (1995) confirmed that “In
order to survive, many people worked at a variety of jobs in their lifetimes, as they had in
their country of origin.”178 During the first half of the nineteenth-century, it typically
took from two to four years to earn enough money to begin farming.179 Employment
included skilled, semi-skilled, and unskilled labour. Throughout the nineteenth-century,
the forest industry played a significant role in rural families’ non-farm cash income.180
“Lumbering” roles for workers included woodsmen (loggers), river drivers, and raftsmen,
as well as employment in sawmills.181 Some types of employment were best suited to
villages and towns, for example,
trades, such as stone masonry, carpentry, and cooperage, that required
apprenticeship training [… and] skills that were picked up less formally (e.g.,
shoemaking and weaving).182

Other skilled trades included blacksmith and shoemaker, and semi-skilled work included
“grain cutting at harvest.”183
Waged work by men was supplemented by the unpaid and paid work of women
and children.184 On the farm, women's work
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entailed a multiplicity of tasks centering on housework, child-rearing, education,
field crops, livestock and poultry raising, marketing, and domestic
consumption.185

Over time, changing crops and market orientation did not reduce the amount of work
done by women. Instead, their work increased and the money they earned through sales
of poultry and dairy products, and field crops, became increasingly important to farm
family incomes.186 Outside the home, women's waged work included roles as domestic
servants and governesses, however, their earnings were small.187 For example, “women
domestics earned one-half, or less, as much as male agricultural labourers.”188
In addition to their own usual work, men had to perform statute labour and likely
women had to take up the slack in their absence. Dating from 1793, the statute requiring
male settlers to contribute labour for road development every year was one of the earliest
laws passed in Upper Canada.189 As Murray (2013) explained,
Residents were assigned a certain amount of statute labour – usually one to three
days per year per adult male over the age of 21 – in correlation with the value of
their real and personal property in the tax assessment rolls.190

Townships monitored completion of the work closely, likely because one way or another,
the work affected their revenues. Municipalities gave statute labour lists to “pathmasters”
who oversaw the work that was required to be completed by the fall by local settlers or
else non-performing settlers’ obligations were transferred to the tax collector “at a rate of
$1 per day.”191 Over time, the regulation allowed settlers to pay a fine instead of
contributing their labour.192
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How the farming settlers viewed their farms changed somewhat as the role of
farming in the provincial economy changed to suit Imperial needs. Crowley (1995) dated
a mid-nineteenth-century shift from subsistence to commercial farming once the
provincial Bureau of Agriculture was established in 1852.193 Commercial farmers
“would feed the cities and produce exports.”194 As farming increasingly became a
business, the need for capital, for example, to acquire equipment, increased as did the
possibility of more attractive revenues.195 As prosperity increased, for those who decided
to remain in place, log construction was abandoned in favour of brick, stone, and
frame.196
Despite their name, many settlers were not settled at all. As Chamberlin (2003)
noted, the name settler was ironic as, after all, the “settlers” were wandering around the
globe while the Indigenous people had remained on their traditional lands since time
immemorial.197 Crowley (1995) argued that “Rural Ontarians lived in perpetual motion.
[...] Wherever cheap land or jobs beckoned, people moved, with significant effects on
family relationships.”198 McCalla (1993) confirmed that
a decision to immigrate to a specific place was not immutable. In fact, if a
location proved unfortunate, departure might be avoidable. As departures remind
us, those who remained were themselves making a decision to stay.199

For some settlers, then, the decision to move was not singular, but rather, once set in
motion, it became a series of decisions.
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Forests: Interminable, Enchanting, Lucrative, or Strategic?
British attitudes toward land and its use present many other contrasts with those
of the Anishinaabeg. While both had some within-group differences, for the
Anishinaabeg, these differences seemed to be logistical, such as when the southern
Potawatomi traded their canoes for horses. In contrast, for the British, within-group
differences seemed to be attitudinal. Perhaps reflecting changing times and economic
circumstances, realities differed for settlers of different rank and circumstance. For
example, some British settlers, by and large, did not like forests. While wood from
individual trees might have had utility, for example, to shade a home, forests as a whole
did not. Such settlers frequently perceived forests to be dark, menacing, and sinister.
Furthermore, since forests impeded “progress,” they needed to be eliminated. In 1826,
the then Roman Catholic vicar-general, Alexander Macdonell, described how
poor Irish emigrants whom Religious persecution, and oppression of their
Landlords had [been] driven from their Native Country & compelled to seek an
asylum in the interminable forests of Upper Canada.200

In 1838, Susannah Moodie cautioned parents about safeguarding children against
wandering along into the bush lest they get lost "among the mazes of the interminable
forest."201 In 1849, in a discussion of settlement and farming, Moodie's sister, Catharine
Parr Strickland Traill, wrote that an experienced settler had mentioned approvingly the
deforestation that could “utterly extirpate” those “interminable forests.”202 On another
occasion, Traill (1849/1980) reported a settler clergyman’s reminiscences of arriving at
“a desolate wilderness of gloomy and unbroken forest-trees.”203 Again in 1852, Traill
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wrote about “the unbroken forest, [… comprising] dark swampy glades [that created an]
impenetrable interminable wall of verdure.”204 Later in the same book, Trail (1852/2013)
recounted the story of a girl named Sarah Campbell who, in 1848, had become lost in the
woods after going fishing with her friends. Trail went on to report rumours that the
woods contained “wild men who have grown up from childhood in a state of destitution
in the interminable forests.”205 Readers might well have concluded that both the forests
and the people who might be hiding in them could be threatening. Another version of the
“interminable forest” appeared in a Memorandum of Early Life in Upper Canada, where
under the heading of “The Forests,” the author wrote that,
Previous to the advent of the settlers the country was covered with forests – and
unbroken wilderness, the home of the Indian, wild animals, and birds of the many
kinds. Nothing but interminable bush or woods was to be seen on all sides, broken
here and there in places by rivers, creeks and lakes; [sic] extending in level
stretches of land, hills and slopes, or low swamps and marshes.206

Under the heading of “The Corderoy and other Roads,” the author continued by
explaining that cutting down trees and blazing bark on remaining trees aided passage on
early roads. He or she reported that
Some of the first roads in the country were not much more than the paths through
the woods, with a piece of bark cut off the sides of the trees here and there to
point out the way. After while [sic] a few trees were cut down along the road and
the strip of sky showing between the tree tops on each side of the road would
indicate the route for the marks made by the wheels of the occasional wagon were
soon grown over with grass.207
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In contrast, changes in Europe at the time may have influenced other settlers’
perceptions of forests. Frequently, “in literature, art and poetry the forest was a place of
beauty and wonderment.”208 As Glickman (1998) argued,
Just as the exploration and occupation of this country by Europeans coincided
with the scientific revolution, so the writing of English poetry in Canada
coincided with another revolution that saw “Nature” become the chief term of
aesthetic and moral approval, and sublime experience become a new kind of
religion.209

The model of the sublime recognized nature as “other” and the sublime existed in the gap
“between the experience of place and the language available to describe it.”210
Regardless of how compelling the scientific and cultural revolutions in Europe or seeking
sublime experience may have been, however, it is unlikely that everyone in the colony
adopted this measure of approval or considered their post- arrival experience as
“sublime.” Class differences were involved. Ironically, many of the women writers of
the time, for example, Susannah Moodie211 and her sister Catharine Parr Strickland
Traill,212 who were educated and middle class or more, at least in their attitudes and
expectations, may have thought sublime thoughts but they also wrote about
“interminable” forests, perhaps because they wanted potential settlers of all stripes to buy
their books. The revenue was necessary to support their families because their husbands,
half-pay officers, had proven to be ill-equipped to do the manual labour necessary to
settle. Having time to explore aesthetics was a luxury not available to all settlers.
Settlers who had limited financial resources would have been keen to get to harvesting as
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quickly as possible, and for them, forests were in the way. But the obstacle presented by
forests could be overcome. As Nelles (1974) reported,
the nineteenth-century [non-Indigenous] community did not look upon [the forest]
as a living organism, perpetually growing, dying and regenerating itself. Rather
the forest was conceived of as a static concept, as a unique historical event.
People believed that once it had been cut over or burned the forest could never
renew itself to its original quality except through human reforestation.213

Just as some settlers judged forests to be unproductive, they also judged
Indigenous peoples’ uses of their forest and water-based hunting grounds as unimportant
or they were not considered at all. While the British recognized the value of commercial
fisheries, fishing for subsistence was not respected, likely because it allowed the
Anishinaabeg too much freedom of movement and took them away from “civilizing”
themselves as farmers. (Ironically, however, when Anishinaabeg attempted to set up
commercial fisheries, the colonial and provincial authorities quickly found excuses to
clamp down on them, regardless of repeated promises to ensure access to hunting and
fishing grounds, and treaty fishing rights.214) Similarly, for the British, farming “was a
higher and better use” of land than was hunting for food and the British belief about
valuing land and its uses was the only correct belief. Class and other assumptions may
have been at play here as well as many British viewed hunting as a leisure activity for the
wealthy. Moreover, although hunting may have been considered acceptable for wealthy
British, Indigenous hunting was problematic likely because of the mobility it involved,
which took Indigenous people away from the land. Moreover, for the British, land and
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productivity were linked. This connection and its positive benefits are made clear in the
following quotation from Traill (1849/1980), who wrote
Many of these very farms you now see in so thriving a condition were wild land
thirty years ago, nothing but Indian hunting-grounds. The industry of men, and
many of them poor men, that had not a rood of land of their own in their own
country, has effected this change.215

The link between the desirable quality of industriousness to land and productivity
was confirmed in his 1839 report, when John George Lambton, the Earl of Durham,
commented on the expectations of the citizenry:
The English population, an immigrant and enterprising population, looked on the
American Provinces as a vast field for settlement and speculation, and in the
common spirit of the Anglo-Saxon inhabitants of that continent, regarded it as the
chief business of the Government, to promote, by all possible use of its legislative
and administrative powers, the increase of population and the accumulation of
property; they found the laws of real property exceedingly adverse to the easy
alienation of land, which is, in a new country, absolutely essential to its settlement
and improvement.216

In his report, Lord Durham (1839) also asserted that
the disposal, by the Government of the lands of the new country [...] is the object
of the deepest moment of all, and the first business of the Government.217

But perhaps generating revenues was the first business of the colonial government.
Timber licenses issued on the “waste lands” of the Crown brought in revenues. By
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deliberately shortening licence durations and increasing thoroughness of cutting, timber
licenses could effectively be used as a strategy to rapidly increase settlement.218 Cleared
land was more appealing to potential settlers than was forest but collecting forest licence
fees was more appealing to politicians than giving land away for free or for far less
money than the lumbermen were willing to pay to use it.219
In the same year as Lord Durham's report was published, the importance of
waterways for settlement and commerce also was asserted. In this context, water was
useful insofar as it contributed to settlement and resource extraction, that is, to progress
and development. In 1839, the Commissioner of Crown Lands and Surveyor General,
Robert Baldwin Sullivan, advised the last Lieutenant-Governor of Upper Canada before
Union, Sir George Arthur,220 that
Nothing can be of greater public importance to this province than the use and
navigation of the waters and the improvements in the internal navigation of the
country ...221

The utilitarian role of water is underscored by the frequent substitution of navigation (the
utility) for spring (the season). For example, on April 8, 1834, John Bell wrote to Roman
Catholic Bishop of Upper Canada in York, Alexander McDonell, that
all the Catholic Indians have left the Cold Water [sic] and are at present on an
island about five miles from that place making [maple] sugar, and intends [sic] as
soon as the navigation opens to proceed to their lands near St Josephs [sic].222
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Water's importance to settlement decreased once the colonization roads were
built. The early colonization roads radiated out from settlements, particularly Toronto.
For example, the colonization roads in Simcoe County are illustrated next (see Figure 3).
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Figure 3: Colonization Roads in Simcoe County, 1849-1850 223
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The colonization roads were touted as a cure for “waste lands.” For example, in his
annual report on the colonization roads in Upper Canada, the Assistant Commissioner of
Crown Lands, Andrew Russell (n.d., ca. 1857), wrote that
The construction of the following roads has been authorized by Order-in-Council
with a view to opening up the waste lands in Upper Canada for settlement.
Namely: In the Counties of Huron, Perth, Bruce, Wellington and Grey under Mr.
Gibson's superintendence 368 miles of road – 205 miles of these roads pass
through Common School Lands – the remainder, 163 miles, through Clergy,
Crown & Grammar School Lands.224

As the population grew and commercial interests exerted pressure on the colonial
government, the colonization roads pressed more deeply into the interior. Like maps,
surveyors’ sketches of colonization roads were cadastral tools of empire that illustrated
what Harley (1992) termed “anticipatory geography,” reframing Indigenous lands as
colonial territories poised for settlement.225 Some of the later colonization roads that
were laid out between Lake Simcoe and the Ottawa River are illustrated on the following
sketch, which was based on the 1872 Report of the Commissioner of Crown Lands (see
Figure 4).
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Figure 4: Later Colonization Roads Between Lake Simcoe and the Ottawa River226

As this sketch shows, less than a decade after the study period ended, the colonization
roads were facilitating settlement throughout most of south-central Ontario. As was the
case when the townships had been surveyed, the Colonization Roads were laid out with
little concern for land and water features on the landscape.
Subsequent to commencing construction of the Colonization Roads, where water
impeded progress, like the forests, the water too had to be eliminated. For example, in a
discussion of the work he had begun at Walpole Island in 1858,227 on June 20, 1864,
Methodist missionary Rev. Thomas Hurlburt wrote that, although
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the greater portion of the region is made up of sloughs and interminable bogs [...,]
[l]ike Holland, it may be redeemed from the water and made a paradise of a
place.228

These views of land and its uses had legal, cultural, and doctrinal roots. British
attitudes often were couched in legal terms. For example, in his 1797 work The Law of
Nations, de Vattel argued that cultivation of the soil was “a natural obligation” that was
“imposed by nature on mankind.”229 This obligation required nations to cultivate their
own land, and to acquire additional land once “the land in [their] possession is incapable
of furnishing [the nation] with necessaries.”230 Moreover, those nations,
who, to avoid labour, chuse [sic] to live only by hunting, and their flocks […,] this
idle mode of life, […] have therefore no reason to complain, if other nations,
more industrious, and too closely confined, come to take possession of a part of
those lands.231

Having justified the acquisition of any hunters’ or herders’ “uncultivated” lands, de Vattel
(1797) also addressed the “celebrated question, to which the discovery of the new world
has principally given rise,” concerning the lands of “wandering tribes” and colonies. He
argued that it was “lawful to possess a part of a country inhabited only by a few
wandering tribes” because Europe’s growing population required it and because the
“erratic nations whose scanty population is [sic] incapable of occupying the whole.”
Furthermore,
Their unsettled habitation in those immense regions cannot be accounted a true
and legal possession; and the people of Europe, too closely pent up at home,
finding land of which the savages stood in no particular need, and of which they
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made no actual and constant use, were lawfully entitled to take possession of it,
and settle it with colonies.232

Since the earth
belongs to mankind in general, and was designed to furnish them with
subsistence,” and since cultivation supported at least ten times the population than
“hunting, fishing, and wild fruits […] We do not therefore deviate from the views
of nature in confining the Indians within narrower limits.233

Once such lands were acquired and settled, the colony “naturally becomes a part of the
state, equally with its ancient possessions.”234
“Waste Lands,” “Improvements,” “Civilized,” “Wild,” and “Cultivated”
Like that of its legal roots, the influence of British cultural roots is evident from
the language used in the colonial period. Terms in use could cast people and places in
different lights, lights that justified and legitimized their dispossession. Terms that
repeatedly appear in the documentary record include waste “lands,” “improvements,”
“civilized,” “wild land,”235 and “cultivated.” For example, Article XLII of the
Constitutional Act (31 George III, c. 31), 1791, made reference to the “waste lands of the
Crown within the said Provinces [Upper and Lower Canada].”236 “Improvements”
connected the person’s work with the land on which the improvement was made, thereby
creating a “natural right” to own the improvement237 (and likely, in the case of squatters,
a presumed opportunity to purchase the land before it was offered for sale to others).
These various terms illuminate several key aspects of the prevailing attitude of imperial

183

DIFFERING FACTORS IN DISPOSSESSIONS, 1820-1865
and colonial authorities and many settlers toward places and mobility and, in turn, people.
Three observations may be made about this attitude. First, unimproved land was in
deficit, it was inadequate as it was. Second, the state of being unimproved could and
should be remedied so that the land would be “improved,” thus rendering it less offensive
culturally, and more profitable. Third, the current inhabitants’ “failure” to improve it
means that “we” have the right to improve it.238 The English pastoral terms “wild” and
“cultivated” encoded the distinction “between savage (uncontrolled) and civilized.”239 In
early English custom, “placing a boundary marker – an enclosure – between the wild and
the cultivated also transformed the garden.”240 In practice, fencing a garden could act as
a proxy to signal ownership of land that was too large to be fenced.241 Later, in British
colonies, placing boundaries served a similar purpose for distinguishing farms and
settlements from wild or waste lands, as well as for human mobility and behaviours:
“roving” and “savage” versus “settled,” “civilized,” and “industrious.”242 Cultivating
“waste” land, regardless of the costs to the Anishinaabe people, plants, and animals, was
an imperial and colonial imperative. Survey lines overlaid a grid on Anishinaabe space.
The gridlines thus superimposed disregarded features of the terrain such a hills and
waterways.243 This approach was consistent with the government’s attitude toward
Upper Canadian land. As Nelles (1974) pointed out,
From the outset the unoccupied region of what was to become Ontario had been
thought of [by the British] in proprietary terms. These “waste lands of the crown”
existed to be administered in the interests of the state, either as a source of war
materiel, revenue, or as a repository for settlers.244
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An 1831 report to the Colonial Secretary on waste lands and emigration criticized
the disposition of land in Upper Canada.245 The report pointed out that land had been
granted
most liberally for so many successive years, some owned by people living in
Europe, and some by residents in the province, who have bought them up, it is not
surprising that so large a portion of it is now beyond the control of
Government.246

While Mays (1980) reported that, in the context of Toronto Gore Township, much of the
land held by absentee owners in the second half of the nineteenth century was held
because they were former (temporary) residents or relatives of “permanent [nonIndigenous] families,”247 these people were no less absent as a result. In such situations,
absence did not make residents’ hearts grown fonder, but rather increased their
resentment. Decrying absentee owners of large land holdings was common, however, the
government did little or nothing to act on the criticisms. The 1831 report also noted that,
in 1828 and 1829, 81,200 acres had been assigned as Loyalist and military grants but
only 17,650 acres had been taken up by settlers.248 Since two-sevenths of the land was
reserved for the Crown and clergy, and some of the remaining land was “unimprovable,”
this distribution placed too great a burden of labour on the residents.249 The report
suggested the situation in Upper Canada would be improved if a court was established to
recover lands for which the conditions of settlement had not been fulfilled or if legislation
was enacted to collect payments from landowners for their proportion of the cost of local
improvements, such as roads and bridges.250 The report's recommendations were not
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taken up by the colonial government. With respect to waste land, the report
recommended that the principle to act upon in colonization
should always be applied to the gradual and ultimate appreciation of the value of
land, as a part of the natural growth of a colony, by which the soil is cleared of its
trees, converted into a farm, produces and re-produces capital; from whence the
wheel of human intercourse turns naturally round, and the colony takes leave of
its parent, to send off new swarms in new directions.251

The financial (capital), mechanistic (wheel), and anthropomorphic (a colony sending off
swarms) aspects of the language used in this report reveal British perceptions about land
and its appropriate use. The financial aspects referred to transactions that involved the
carrying through exchange of land by purchase and also by inheritance or gifting.
Transactional concepts of land led to repeated actions and narratives involving
relationships among people, land, and money, as well as concepts that the Anishinaabe
might well have considered to be fanciful. For, in fact, as is discussed next, not only
could a landowner anticipate that land could be sold for a profit but also changes to
nearby land could precipitate the landowner taking legal action based on the loss of
potential profit.
The Le Breton Situation: Sharing Worldview Could Be Less Important Than Social
Connections
Such a situation arose in Upper Canada in the first half of the nineteenth-century
in the Le Breton case, which involved the rights associated with land, in particular
respecting the expectation of realizing the potential profit in land although the land had
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been touched by nothing more than imagination. Four years after his petition of March
1815, Captain John Le Breton had been located on land in what is now Nepean Township
in the Ottawa River valley. He settled and later built some mills there. In December
1820, Le Breton bought additional land near the Chaudière Falls on which he erected a
storehouse. Since the new property was at Richmond Landing, the main transit depot for
the military settlements of Perth and Richmond, its location was promising.
Subsequently, the Governor General, George Ramsay, the 9th Earl of Dalhousie,
impugned Le Breton’s character because of the purchase. Le Breton was accused of
acting improperly on information he had overheard at a dinner party the previous summer
about a proposed government development at Richmond Landing. The notion of
“character” was very important to the British from the Georgians through to the
Victorians,252 so impugning Captain Le Breton's character in this way was revealing,
perhaps signalling how annoying, frustrating, or correct but unwelcome he was to the
actually powerful. Following the accusation, however, numerous local individuals, halfpay officers and gentlemen who also had attended the dinner, defended Le Breton,
denying that the topic had been discussed. Perhaps to avoid further embarrassment from
false accusing someone who might have been perceived as being one of their own or
from Le Breton’s obvious tenacity, the Government made several offers to purchase Le
Breton’s property at Richmond Landing, but he repeatedly refused to accept their offers,
demanding at least £3,000 for the land. In 1828, the Crown’s court challenge to his title
was unsuccessful. Subsequently, Captain Le Breton began to subdivide the land, near
which in the meantime the village of Bytown (which became Ottawa, Ontario) had been
established and the Rideau Canal had been built. Near the canal’s entrance, the Royal
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Engineers built a dam and deepened a channel through which to float timber past the
Chaudière Falls. Le Breton protested, accusing the Royal Engineers of taking timber
from his land and also claiming losses from the developments, which he alleged
prevented him from erecting his own dam and also ruined his mill site. That is, Le
Breton had an anticipation of profit, which he thought gave him rights and, as a result, he
could claim for damages resulting from a dam constructed on the Rideau Canal.
The dispute between Le Breton and the government lasted for more than a decade,
from 1827 to 1839.253 None of the Upper Canadian government officials seemed to like
Captain Le Breton, but their opinions regarding the validity of his case did differ. In the
fall of 1839, dissenting opinions concerning the Le Breton claim were provided to the
Lieutenant-Governor of Upper Canada, Sir George Arthur.254 The Commissioner of
Crown Lands and Surveyor General, Robert Baldwin Sullivan, took one position while
businessman, militia officer, justice of the peace, office holder, judge, and politician and
then governor of the British America Fire and Life Assurance Company, William
Allan,255 and the Provincial Secretary of Upper Canada, Richard Alexander Tucker,256
took another position.
Having turned down earlier offers of compensation or adjudication by jury,
Captain Le Breton eventually found himself with recourse only to the civil courts, which
he did not follow perhaps because of the expense involved or perhaps because he did not
anticipate winning his case.257 Since the feud continued for more than a decade, it is
clear that Captain Le Breton thought he had a valid legal position. Moreover, since offers
of compensation or adjudication by jury were made, and “some difficult points of Law”
were recognized, this situation suggests that the British believed that the “rights”
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associated with land included those associated with the expectation of realizing the
potential profit in land although the land may have been touched by nothing more than
cultural expectation. As Anishinaabe legal scholar Borrows (2005) has noted,
Anishinaabe and British aspirations for land and attitudes toward, and uses of, land uses
could be divergent and conflicting.258 The Le Breton situation suggested that, while
British views concerning land could emerge in settler expectations and attitudes towards
land, simply being a settler did not make realizing those expectations certain. This point
is significant for this study because it indicates how, in practice, colonialism was dynamic
rather than monolithic and rigid.
In contrast, Anishinaabe aspirations for the land would not have entertained any
notion of profit potential. Instead, land should have been held communally and used by
families who would actually harvest and husband the land. Contrasting the Le Breton
example to that of an Anishinaabe warrior, who considered the land to be part of his body,
suggested that Anishinaabe views concerning land would emerge in the people’s
expectations and attitudes towards land. For the Anishinaabeg, place was personal. At a
Council assembled at Manitowaning on Great Manitoulin Island, on October 5, 1861, an
elderly warrior rose, and said:
Listen to me. I call you friends, because the whites and Indians are friends. I wish
you to understand what I say. If I understood English, I would not employ
another man to speak for me. I hope you will not do anything to cause me to be
angry against you. This island, of which I speak, I consider my body; I don't want
one of my legs or arms to be taken from me. I am surprised to hear you say the
island belongs to white men, for I have not seen any white men on the island
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before, and I am not very young. I know there is an Evil Spirit, of which I am
afraid as well as of the Great Spirit above.
As I said before, I am surprised to hear you say the island belongs to you. My
father said the English only borrowed the land on St. Joseph's Island to live upon.
I don't want to go against the Government and laws; at the same time I wish them
to listen to me.
You are afraid of your superiors, and must do as you are told. I am the same.259
As was apparent in the cases of Captain Le Breton and a colonial official, Captain
Anderson (see Chapter 8), being male and an English-speaking settler, and having a
military title, did not automatically afford someone a permanent “place at the table.”
In the colony, hierarchies of power and rules of order appeared fixed and yet the
situation could become flexible, depending on the intentions and preferences of those
higher in the hierarchy. In a small (social) world, connections often mattered. Although
Captain Le Breton moved in business social circles, perhaps he was not well connected.
In contrast, others were well connected and sometimes those connections mattered a great
deal. Three such examples follow. First, the Roman Catholic Bishop of Toronto,
Alexander Macdonell, a Scots Highlander, could write his cousin Charles Grant, the
future Colonial Secretary, Lord Glenelg,260 and be assured that his complaints would at
least be heard and possibly be acted upon. Second, Samuel Peters Jarvis’s fiscal
incompetence (or malfeasance) with Indian Department funds was sheltered for much
longer than someone less well connected would have been and still could be let down
easily, through a departmental restructuring rather than a public scandal over finances.
The eldest son of William Jarvis, who had held various posts in the developing colony,
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including provincial secretary and registrar and deputy lieutenant of the County of
York,261 Samuel Peters Jarvis, was married to Mary Boyles Powell, a daughter of the
former Chief Justice, William Dummer Powell,262 and one of his sisters was married to
William Benjamin Robinson, brother of the current Chief Justice, John Beverley
Robinson.263 Third, in 1803, Colonel James Givins [Givens], who may have been related
to the Lieutenant-Governor of Detroit, Henry Hamilton, who apparently had raised him,
was made a captain in the 5th Regiment of Foot.264 In 1820, Captain Thomas
Gummersall Anderson married Elizabeth Ann Hamilton, the eldest daughter of Captain
James Matthew Hamilton of the 5th Regiment of Foot.265 Thus, in addition to being his
immediate superior in the Indian Department, Colonel Givins may have been related to
Captain Anderson through marriage. Almost certainly, they would have known each
other socially. The Archives of Ontario describes its James Givens family fonds, as
containing
the correspondence of the family of James Givens. Correspondents include
Givens’ friends and family members such as Angelique, Saltern, and Cecile
Givens as well as Isabella Hill, Henry Crawford and T.G. Anderson. Subjects are
family, military and political matters. Fonds also includes: a memorandum from
T.G. Anderson about native affairs […].266

This familial or personal relationship made Colonel Givins’s silence concerning the
surrender of the Coldwater-Narrows Reserve even more surprising than it already was
because of its disregard for the bureaucratic hierarchy that typically was followed rigidly
in the colony. Samuel Peters Jarvis’s connections may have been stronger than those of
Captain Anderson although Lieutenant-Governor Francis Head may have been involved
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in the decision to exclude Anderson from the surrender meeting. These examples are
significant for this study because they indicate how, in practice, colonialism was
complicated and, while being supported by socio-political networks, was not always
uniform. The people who re-invented the rules did not have to follow them, either
respecting Indigenous peoples or, as demonstrated respecting Captain Anderson,
respecting their own staff. As was the case with Captain Le Breton, simply being an
English-speaking settler holding a colonial office was no guarantee of being a member of
the “in-crowd,” certainly at least, not on a permanent basis. Just as settlers’ treatment of
their peers could vary, so could Imperial and colonial governance.
Unstable, Inconsistent Governance
Imperial and colonial personnel often changed frequently in British North
America just as they did in other British colonies. The more senior the personnel, the
greater the impact of such change on the policy and practices in a colony. Since it was
not corrected by the hierarchical Imperial bureaucracy, this situation likely was thought to
have more reward than risk for the colonizing enterprise. As the personnel were
changing, so was the colony. Popular expectations grew, exerting pressure on the
changing Imperial and colonial personnel. As a result, the inconstancy of Crown policy
increased because of shifting priorities that placed settler interests first in disregard of
prior promises and commitments to Indigenous peoples. As Blair (2001) recounted in the
context of fisheries policy,
prior to any significant nonaboriginal participation or interest in what had been
exclusively aboriginal fisheries, Crown policy was to recognize exclusive
aboriginal fishing rights, as well as aboriginal control over and ownership of
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navigable waters within Ontario. When that policy changed, [...] it did so because
of the economic demands of non-aboriginal people and not for any legally
supportable reason. Once non-aboriginal people expressed an economic interest
in the fisheries, Crown policy changed to favour these non-aboriginal interests.267

The changes and shifts in colonial policy and practices mattered not only because
continuity and knowledge were lost, but also because of the unstable environment that
resulted. The instability created particularly challenging environments for Indigenous
peoples that differed over time and place. McNab (1981) confirmed that,
By the time Canada was formed in 1867, there existed a series of regional Indian
policies, rather than a comprehensive “sea-to-sea” policy.268

Within the study area specifically, it might be argued that the “series” was more than
regional. Of permanent undersecretary of state at the Colonial Office from 1847 to 1860
Herman Merivale’s four alternatives to answer the “native question” – extermination,
slavery, insulation, and amalgamation269 – two were attempted in Upper Canada: first,
insulation through segregation on Great Manitoulin Island and, to a somewhat limited
degree, on certain reserves as well, and second, amalgamation through “civilization,”
which, it could be argued, required cultural extermination to eliminate “Indianness”
rather than unification of two equals. The instability caused by the changes and shifts, for
example, accommodated Sir Francis Head’s unauthorized practices in 1836 that led to
multiple unplanned land surrenders and to dispossessions for which there frequently was
little or no remuneration to the Indigenous peoples. The rapid change in Imperial and
colonial governing personnel led to instability and inconsistency in governance. While
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some scholars have concluded that the policy respecting Indigenous peoples was
produced within the colony, McNab (1981) argued that the Colonial Office and the
colony governors established the policy for Indigenous (First Nations and Métis) peoples,
while the Indian Department administered the policy locally.270 The resulting uncertainty
allowed Imperial and colonial governments to abdicate responsibility for honouring
promises made in person and in writing. Abdication of responsibility is apparent on the
part of the colonial government in the case of the dispossessed “American” Anishinaabe
groups who migrated to Upper Canada and Canada West between 1830 and 1850 (see
Chapter 6) and on the part of the Imperial government with respect to the anomalous
actions of Sir Francis Head in the cases of the Chippewa of Lakes Huron, Couchiching,
and Simcoe (see Chapter 8) and the Manitoulin Anishinaabeg (see Chapter 9). The
following tables reflect the changes in sovereigns, Secretaries of State, governors general,
and lieutenant governors in Upper Canada and, later, Canada West. Following the union
of Upper and Lower Canada in 1841 to form the Province of Canada, the British
sovereign was represented by the Governor General.271 The tables help illustrate how
factors that had nothing to do with Upper Canada had great effects on the people there.
In Upper Canada and later Canada West, experience of erratic governance was not
unique. As part of the British Empire, it would have been unusual for the colony not to
have experienced erratic governance. As Kwarteng (2011) reported,
the Empire was not formed by coherent policy, and its decline reflected this: its
later years were characterized by a series of accidental oversights, decisions taken
without due consideration for the consequences, and uncertain pragmatism on the
part of its administrators.272
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If the Empire's “later years” are from about 1870 to 1945, it can be argued that these
characterizations are consistent with the Imperial and colonial governance during the
study period, from 1820 to 1865.
The study period overlapped the reigns of four British monarchs each one of
whom was the titular head of the Church of England during their reign.
Table 1: Monarchs During the Study Period 273

Tenure
1760 - 1820

Official
George III
From 1811 to 1820, the Prince Regent governed on
behalf of George III

1820 - 1830

George IV (the former Prince Regent)

1830 - 1837

William IV

1837 - 1901

Victoria

Table 2: Secretaries of State for the Home Department Prior to the Study Period 274

Tenure

Official

1768 - 1772

Wills Hill
The Earl of Hillsborough
(subsequently Marquess of Downshire)

1772 - 1775

William Legge
The Earl of Dartmouth

1775 - 1782

Lord George Germain

1782 - 1782

Welbore Ellis

1782 - 1782

William Petty
The Earl of Shelburne, Marquess of Lansdowne
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Tenure

Official

1782 - 1783

Thomas Townshend
Viscount Sydney

1783 - 1783

Frederick North
Lord North, Earl of Guilford

1783 - 1783

George Nugent-Temple Grenville
Marquess of Buckingham, Earl Temple

1783 - 1789

Thomas Townshend
Viscount Sydney

1789 - 1791

William Wyndham Grenville
1st Lord Grenville

1791 - 1794

Henry Dundas
1st Viscount Melville

1794 - 1801 (until July)

William Henry Cavendish Bentinck
3rd Duke of Portland

1801 (from July on)

Thomas
1st Lord Pelham (2nd Earl of Chichester 1805)

Table 3: Secretaries of State for War and the Colonies Bridging the Study Period 275

Tenure

Official

March 17, 1801

Robart Hobart
4th Lord Hobart, (4th Lord of Buckinghamshire 1804)

1804 - 1805

John Jeffreys Pratt
Marquess of Camden, Earl Camden

1805 - 1806

Robert Stewart
Viscount Castlereagh, Marquess of Londonderry

1806- 1807

William Windham

1807 - 1809

Robert Stewart
Viscount Castlereagh, Marquess of Londonderry

1809 - 1812

Robert Banks Jenkinson
Earl of Liverpool
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Tenure

Official

1812-1827

Henry Bathurst
Earl Bathurst

1827, spring and summer

Frederick John Robinson
Viscount Goderich (first term)

1827 - 1828

William Huskisson

1828 - 1830

Sir George Murray

1830 - 1833

Frederick John Robinson
Viscount Goderich (second term)

1833 - 1834

Edward George Geoffrey Smith Stanley
Earl of Derby (first term)

1834, summer and fall

Thomas Spring Rice
Baron Monteagle of Brandon

1834, late fall

Arthur Wellesley
Duke of Wellington

1834 - 1835

George Hamilton-Gordon
4th Earl of Aberdeen

1835 - 1839

Charles Grant
Lord Glenelg

1839 - 1839

Constantine Henry Phipps
1st Marquess of Normanby

1839 - 1841

Lord John Russell
Earl Russell

1841 - 1845

Edward George Geoffrey Smith Stanley
Earl of Derby (second term)

1845 - 1846

William Ewart Gladstone

1846 - 1852

Henry George Grey
Earl Grey

1852 - 1852

John Somerset Pakington
Baron Hampton

1852 - 1854

Henry Pelham Fiennes Pelham-Clinton
Duke of Newcastle-under-Lyne
Peelite / Coalition

1854 - 1855

Sir George Grey, Baronet
Lord Grey
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Tenure

Official

1855 - 1855

Sidney Herbert
Baron Herbert of Lea

1855 - 1855

Lord John Russell
Earl Russell

1855 - 1855

Sir William Molesworth
Baronet

1855 - 1858

Henry Labouchere
Baron Taunton

1858 - 1858

Edward George Geoffrey Smith Stanley
Earl of Derby

1858 - 1859

Edward George Earle Lytton Bulwer Lytton
Baron Lytton Sir Edward Bulwer-Lytton

1859 - 1864

Henry Pelham Fiennes Pelham-Clinton
Duke of Newcastle-under-Lyne

1864 – 1866

Edward Cardwell
Viscount Cardwell

1866 - 1867

Henry Howard Molyneux Herbert
The Earl of Carnarvon

1867 - 1868

Richard Plantagenet Campbell Temple-Nugent-BrydgesChandos-Grenville
The Duke of Buckingham and Chandos

Table 4: Governors General of British North America Bridging the Study Period 276

Tenure
1763 - 1766
1766 - 1778

Official
General James Murray
Sir Guy Carleton
1st Baron Dorchester (Lord Dorchester)

1778

General Sir Frederick Haldimand

1778 - 1786

Sir Guy Carleton
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Tenure

Official
1st Baron Dorchester (Lord Dorchester)

1786 - 1808

General Robert Prescott

1808 - 1811

Lieutenant General Sir James Henry Craig

1811 - 1815

Lieutenant General Sir George Prevost

1815 - 1816

Lieutenant General Sir Gordon Drummond

1816 - 1818

Sir John Coape Sherbrooke

1818 - 1820

1820 - 1828
1828 - 1830
1830 - 1835

1835 - 1838

1838 - 1839

Charles Lennox
4th Duke of Richmond
George Ramsay
9th Earl of Dalhousie
Major General Sir James Kempt
Matthew Whitworth-Aylmer
5th Baron Aylmer
Archibald Acheson
2nd Earl of Gosford
John George Lambton
1st Earl of Durham
Charles Edward Poullet Thompson

1839 - 1842

Baron Sydenham (while serving as LieutenantGovernor in 1840-1841 during the union of Upper and
Lower Canada)
Lieutenant-General Sir Richard Downes Jackson
(Administrator) (1841 - 1842)

1842 - 1843

Sir Charles Bagot
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Tenure

Official
Sir Charles Theophilus Metcalfe

1843 - 1845

Lord Metcalfe
General Charles Murray Cathcart

1845 - 1847

2nd Earl of Cathcart (Administrator)
James Bruce

1847 - 1854
Earl of Elgin and Kincardine
1854 - 1861

Sir Edmund Walker Head
Charles Stanley Monck

1861 - 1867

4th Viscount Monck of Ballytrammon (Administrator)

Table 5: Lieutenant-Governors and Administrators of Upper Canada 277

Tenure

Official

1791 - 1796

Major-General John Graves Simcoe

1796 - 1799

Peter Russell

1799 - 1805

Peter Hunter

1805 - 1806

Alexander Grant

1806 - 1817

Major Francis Gore
Provisional (acting) governors for Francis Gore:
Major-General Sir Isaac Brock (1811 - 1812)
Major-General Sir Roger Hale Sheaffe (1812 – 1813)
Major-General Francis de Rottenburg (1813)
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Tenure

Official
Lieutenant-General Sir Gordon Drummond (1813 – 1814)
Major-General Sir George Murray (1815)
Major-General Sir Frederick Philipse Robinson (1815)

1817 - 1818

Lieutenant-Colonel Samuel Smith

1818 - 1828

Major-General Sir Peregrine Maitland

1828 - 1836

Major-General Sir John Colborne

1836 - 1838

Sir Francis Bond Head

1838 - 1839

Major-General Sir George Arthur
Charles Edward Poullet Thompson

1839 - 1841

Baron Sydenham (also served as Governor General in
1840–1841 during the union of Upper and Lower
Canada)

1841

John Clitherow

1841 - 1842

Sir Richard Downes Jackson

The frequent changes in senior personnel support Kwarteng’s (2011) description of the
legacy of the British Empire as being “messy.”278 The Upper Canadian and later Canada
Westian experience suggests that the British Empire was “messy” during its existence and
not just in its aftermath. Moreover, multiple policy changes were made possible. As
discussed next using the “civilization” policy as an example, “[s]uch reversals of policy
show that the empire was an intensely pragmatic affair.”279
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The “Civilization” Policy
While changes in senior personnel were frequent, the year 1828 in particular saw
changes in senior personnel and the continued development of a new “civilization”
policy, as well as changes in territory and population mixes, all of which had a significant
and lasting impact on the Anishinaabeg. On November 3, 1828, Major General Sir John
Colborne arrived at York (Toronto) after succeeding Sir Peregrine Maitland as
Lieutenant-Governor of Upper Canada in August of that year.280 Then, in November of
1828, Britain ceded Drummond Island to the United States, after which the British
Garrison at Drummond Island was relocated to Penetanguishene.281 The Indian
Department’s departure from Drummond Island followed that of the garrison, and
departmental activities commenced at Penetanguishene in 1829.282 The arrival of the
garrison rendered Penetanguishene the northernmost military post in the British Army. 283
This change had the effect of increasing the attention paid to Penetanguishene as a centre
for settlement, a hub for military activity, and a gateway for commerce, all of which
indicated its security for settlers and commercial ventures. Little or none of this
increased attention, however, would benefit Indigenous people.
Also in 1828, the Military Secretary and Superintendent of Indian Affairs, Major
General Henry Charles Darling, made a contribution to the development of the
“civilization” policy. In his report on the status of the Indigenous peoples of Upper
Canada, Darling recommended that, in order to ease the transition of the Indigenous
peoples into settled lives, agricultural reserves should be established for the Indigenous
peoples who should subsequently be taught skills such as farming that would help them
survive the onslaught of colonization and eventually support themselves.284 Darling's
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recommendation to continue the existence of the Indian Department was opportune for
both the department and him as its continued existence was doubtful. The role and even
the existence of the Indian Department were questioned as the status of Indigenous
peoples declined. Those Imperial officials with short memories may have considered the
Indian Department to be an anachronism, a relic left from an earlier time that did not
belong in the present. Instead of dissolving the Department as the Imperial authorities
seemed to be considering, following his tour of Upper and Lower Canada, Darling
proposed a new role for the Indian Department in implementing the civilization policy.285
Then, in May of 1829, the Government of Canada administrator, Lieutenant
General Sir James Kempt,286 contributed to the development of the civilization policy in a
plan proposed to the Secretary of State for War and the Colonies, Sir George Murray,
concerning the Settlement of the Indians.287 Kempt suggested settling the Indigenous
peoples in villages, close to each other and far from colonists, until they could become
sufficiently “civilized” to survive within settler society.288 In order to become appropriate
role models, perhaps, the Indigenous groups so settled were to be provided land, and
farming and religious instruction, as well as the assistance of a blacksmith and
carpenter.289 Canadian historian Leighton (1975) has described Lieutenant General
Kempt's (1829) proposition as “a policy of economic and cultural assimilation.”290 The
proposition, however, was well received by Kempt’s superiors in Britain. The Secretary
of State for War and the Colonies approved of the goal “of gradually reclaiming them
from a state of Barbarism and of introducing amongst them the industrious and peaceful
habits of civilized life.”291 As Sir George Murray’s response suggests, support for the
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“civilization” project was not limited to Methodists but also included as proponents of
“the great object of their civilization and improvement”292 Anglicans on both sides of the
Atlantic. For example, in his report dated at Quebec City, April 22, 1829, concerning
“civilizing” Indigenous peoples, the second Anglican Bishop of Quebec, Rev. Charles
James Stewart, also recommended to the Governor General that the Indigenous groups
should be settled in villages.293
The intent of the colonial “civilization” project was not to include or engage with
Indigenous groups on equal terms, but rather to subordinate Indigenous peoples to British
cultural and legal rule. The colonial narrative regarding “civilizing” Indigenous people
was a ruse. Instead, the “civilization” project concerned having the power necessary to
effect dispossessions. The “civilization” narrative offered a tidy means for Imperial and
colonial officials to say one thing and do another, to dispossess Indigenous peoples of
their land.
The “civilization” project at the Coldwater-Narrows Reserve was considered such
a success that Sir John Colborne decided that another project should be undertaken at
Manitowaning on Great Manitoulin Island.294 Colborne wanted the new “Establishment,”
as the British termed it likely as a result of its military roots, to be ready in time for the
first distribution of “presents” at Great Manitoulin Island the next summer.295 Colborne
informed his subordinates about his plan. In 1835, Colborne sent the Superintendent of
the Coldwater-Narrows Reserve, Captain Thomas G. Anderson, to visit Great Manitoulin
Island and subsequently put Anderson in charge of the new Establishment.296 Colborne
also let his superiors know about this plan, but, because of political unrest in the colony,
the colonial secretary, Lord Glenelg, recalled Colborne before responding to his message.
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Colborne’s replacement, Sir Francis Head, arrived in time to receive Glenelg’s
instructions to cancel Colborne’s plan until its financial implications could be identified,
but not in time for Head to redirect the Indigenous groups to Amherstburg to receive their
presents there in the summer of 1836.297 (“Present” distribution was to continue for
“visiting” Indigenous people until 1839,298 and for “resident” Indigenous people until
1858.299) On March 31, 1836, Lord Glenelg had written from Downing Street that,
before rendering a decision about Colborne’s plan, he needed to receive a report on the
expenses of the Indian Department incurred by the British.300 Accordingly, Head
travelled to Great Manitoulin Island, bracketing his visit with an “inspectional tour” on
his way there and back. Somehow, however, Head contrived to do more than inspect.
At the Council held August 9, 1836, at Manitowaning on Great Manitoulin Island,
Head asked the Manitoulin Anishinaabeg to agree to share the Island with other
Indigenous people. Two years later, on August 22, 1838, in a message to Head’s
replacement as Lieutenant-Governor, Sir George Arthur, Glenelg mentioned that,
although he had at first approved of Sir Francis Head's plan to relocate Indigenous groups
on Great Manitoulin Island towards which some steps had been taken, the Imperial
government had been reproached particularly concerning “the Injustice done to the
Indians by that Arrangement,”301 and more generally concerning the sorry state of the
Indigenous peoples in British colonies by the Select Committee on Aborigines (1837).302
Ultimately, the “Injustice,” that is, the extensive land acquisitions, was not corrected by
the Imperial authorities, although enforced mass relocation of Indigenous groups to Great
Manitoulin Island was not pursued. In his message, Lord Glenelg repeated the extinction
narrative, noting that Sir Francis Head had taken the position that there was no “Hope of
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a progressive Improvement among these People” and that “any Attempt to civilize them
would not only be unsuccessful, but even injurious, and that their total extinction at no
very distant Period was inevitable.”303 Despite the criticisms that had been levelled at
Head's “general Removal” plan, Glenelg continued to agree with Head concerning “the
necessity of separating the Indian Locations as much as possible from the White
Settlers.”304 Apparently without any sense of irony, Glenelg argued that, since
The first Step to the real Improvement of the Indians is to gain them over from a
wandering to a settled Life; and for this Purpose it is essential that they should
have a Sense of Permanency in the Locations assigned to them.305

Accordingly, Lord Glenelg reiterated his Instructions of March 28, 1838, directing that
“Their Locations therefore should be granted to them and their Posterity for ever [sic] by
a Grant under the Great Seal of the Province.”306 Furthermore, Lord Glenelg directed
that his Instructions Concerning Title Deeds of Indian Lands should be disseminated as
widely as possible to the Indigenous people of Upper Canada.307
The reasons why colonial officials did not follow Lord Glenelg's Instructions are
not clear. This situation did illustrate the gulf between theory (including policies and
procedures) and execution and did illuminate the differing priorities of Imperial and
colonial governments. This situation also may have illustrated the common Imperial and
colonial approach of saying one thing and doing (or not doing) another. That is, claims of
benevolence, charity, and necessity justified and legitimated both acquiring Indigenous
lands and failing to protect Indigenous lands for Indigenous peoples. The possibility that
attention to the situation in Upper Canada was deflected deliberately to conceal the
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Imperial government’s real intentions while affording a face-saving narrative that could
be repeated as required to quell the concerns of critics in Britain.
It is possible that the change in governance in 1838 led to the loss of his
Instructions, or that the Instructions may have been issued solely for appearances’ sake so
that Glenelg could point to them as required to defend his actions without expecting they
would be followed in practice. It is more probable, however, that colonial officials
considered it more prudent to pretend they were not aware of Glenelg's Instructions than
to follow them. This situation may have demonstrated how the interests of Imperial and
colonial officials could differ in practice. Imperial officials lived far away from the
colony both geographically and in terms of social hierarchy. Like the colonial officials,
Lord Glenelg answered to his superiors. However, Glenelg’s superiors usually would
have been other Lords who, in turn, reported to their superior, the monarch. In contrast,
colonial officials were situated in close proximity to distinctly non-royal, Upper Canadian
landowners who were not known for recognizing Indigenous rights or for pressuring the
government to honour its promises to Indigenous peoples. These landowners simply
considered Upper Canada to be part of the Empire, where the land had been bought and
paid for, which eliminated any need for reflection about fairness or justice, and limited
their demands on colonial officials to personal, parochial matters.
The Indian Department
In theory at least, the Indian Department was an expression of Imperial policy
even as that policy changed. Following the War of 1812, the prevailing British view of
Indigenous people shifted from perceiving them as allies to encumbrances. Despite what
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its name might have suggested about Indigenous people, the Indian Department
increasingly became a means for the Crown and the colonial government to control
Indigenous land and funds deriving from the sale of Indigenous land. Indian Department
officials were responsible for requisitioning and distributing the “presents” that had come
to represent the Crown’s largesse to the conveniently amnesiac British, while continuing
to be a practice of gift diplomacy to the Anishinaabeg. The British government had come
to recognize the importance of gift diplomacy, of the regular distribution of “presents,” to
maintaining peace and to continuously rebuilding relationships with Indigenous peoples
following Pontiac’s War. Government officials seemingly had forgotten thereafter about
the role of “presents” in diplomacy and the obligation to pay annuities following
Indigenous land surrenders. Until the mid-century,
Most Indian groups continued to receive government-paid annuities and presents.
The latter were entirely terminated in 1858, and the former were being intensely
scrutinized by an economy-minded government. The original purposes of these
payments, as perpetual returns for lands surrendered and for participation in vital
alliances, were increasingly forgotten by later generations of officials.308

Despite acquiring a great deal of land and securing a calming settlement option
for many of its economically and socially challenged citizens, however, the British
government had never been happy about actually paying for the presents. Article XLVI
of the Constitutional Act (31 George III, c. 31), 1791, reflected Britain's fear of bringing
about another American Revolution if it tried to impose taxes on its remaining
colonies.309 As a result of this decision (plus the costs of its international wars), the
Imperial government always seemed to be hamstrung financially. Consequently, it
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continually harassed the colonial government and Indian Department about expenses,
including the cost of the “presents” for Indigenous people. While the inclusion of fishing
net thread and fish hooks in the presents distributed at Drummond Island in 1824 has
been held up as recognition (however temporary) of Indigenous people’s sovereignty
over the fisheries,310 it also may have suggested pragmatic interest on the part of the
British in ensuring Indigenous people’s self-sufficiency in order to reduce costs. The
Imperial government’s complaints about expenses, and its demands that officials defend
those expenses, lasted as long as the “present” distribution did. For example, in an 1822
letter to Lord Bathurst, Lord Dalhousie wrote that
I have the honor to report that the peculiar nature and the very existence of this
Department, does not admit of any very considerable immediate diminution of
expense. Old customs have established claims in the minds of the Indians, upon
the Bounty of their Great Father, as His Majesty the King of Great Britain is
spoken of by them, which, if curtailed or broken off, would be considered a
breach of faith, unjustifiable in their eyes, and would assuredly be followed by
consequences serious to be avoided!311

For decades longer, the British government continued to pay for the Indian Department
and, through it, for the presents. For example, sums were still voted for the expense of
the Indian Department of Upper and Lower Canada in the British parliamentary estimates
for the year ending 31st March 1839.312 In 1844, Commissioners Rawson W. Rawson,
John Davidson, and William Hepburn, reported that the expenditure on presents in Upper
Canada ranged from £9,119 in 1836 to £11,321 in 1843.313
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Although it was funded by the Imperial government (the British government paid
for the salaries of the Indian Department314), day-to-day oversight of the Indian
Department frequently came from within the colony. The emergence of, and control
over, the Indian Department is summarized in the following table.

Table 6: Indian Department History315

Year

Event

April 15, 1755

Sir William Johnson was appointed Superintendent of
Indian Affairs, Northern Department

1763

Jurisdiction over Indian Affairs in the Province of Quebec
was placed under the control of the Commander of the
Forces

1774

Colonel Guy Johnson was appointed Superintendent of
Indian Affairs

1782

Sir John Johnson succeeded Colonel Guy Johnson under
the new title of Superintendent-General of Indian Affairs
and Inspector General of the Indian Department

1794

The Office of Deputy Superintendent-General was
created to assist Sir John Johnson because of his frequent
absences

1796

Responsibility for Indian Affairs in Upper Canada was
given to the Lieutenant-Governor

1816

Jurisdiction over Indian Affairs in Upper and Lower
Canada was transferred to the Commander of the Forces

August 2, 1828

The position of Superintendent-General of Indian Affairs
and Inspector General of the Indian Department was
abolished and the office of Indian Affairs was created in
its stead, headed by Major-General H. C. Darling
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Year

Event

April 13, 1830

The Indian Department was divided into two
departments, one each for Upper and Lower Canada. In
Upper Canada, the office was placed under the
Lieutenant-Governor’s control and Colonel James was
appointed Chief Superintendent

1841

Following the Union of 1841, the offices of the
Department were joined again and responsibility was
assigned to the Governor-General

1844

Following the recommendation of the Bagot Commission
(which was convenient given the increasing recognition
of Samuel Peters Jarvis’s malfeasance), the Department
was reorganized. Jarvis’s office of Chief Superintendent
was abolished and the Governor General’s Civil
Secretary was designated as Superintendent-General for
Indian Affairs

1860

Responsibility for Indian Affairs was transferred from the
Imperial government to the Province of Canada (23
Victoria Chap. 151). The Crown Lands Department
assumed control of Indigenous matters and the
Commissioner of Crown Lands was designated as Chief
Superintendent.

March 17, 1862

An Order-in-Council created the Office of Deputy
Superintendent General, headed by William Spragge who
shortly thereafter negotiated the surrender of four-fifths
of Great Manitoulin Island.

1867

At Confederation, the federal government assumed
control of Indigenous matters and the Secretary of State
for the Provinces became the Superintendent-General of
Indian Affairs

As indicated in the preceding table, responsibility for the Indian Department
changed between military and civil authorities several times. Established on April 15,
1755, when Sir William Johnston was appointed Indian Superintendent by General
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Edward Braddock,316 the “Indian Department” in Upper Canada/Canada West was under
civil control from 1796 to 1816, 1829 to 1830, and 1841 to 1843, but otherwise was
under military control. Regardless of which branch of government controlled the Indian
Department, however, the staff in the Upper Canadian bureaucracy were anxious to
receive documentation to prove they were authorized to do something before they
acted.317 Complaints about the Indian Department began soon after its inception and
continued thereafter. The Indian Department was not well regarded generally and
Imperial officials recognized that there were problems with its operations. Records
suggest that repeated attempts in 1787 through 1790, 1792, and 1794 to improve the
operations were unsuccessful at “introduc[ing] economy, regularity and order into the
Indian Department.”318 Imperial officials also recognized that there were irregularities in
the way the Indian Department had acquired land through the "Mississauga Purchases"
and questioned “the Validity and Value of the Blank Deed respecting the lands about
Macadash [sic] Bay.”319
Early records pointing to sloppy recordkeeping included a 1797 letter from D. W.
Smith to P. Russell,320 and another early record attached to Dispatch No. 156 in 1837,
from Lord Glenelg to Sir Augustus D'Este.321 In 1816, Lieutenant Colonel James
prepared a report on the (sorry) state of the Indian Department, in which he noted that the
American Government took little notice of the Indian Department as it was considered
“in too abject a point of vices.”322 One reason for this unreliability was that the colonial
and imperial administrators varied widely in their abilities, talent, priorities, and
motivation. Many officials put their own interests first. Most officials were so poorly
paid that some of them succumbed to temptation, either by securing large amounts of
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land for themselves or by using Indigenous groups’ funds for their own purposes.
Although their role ostensibly was to protect Indigenous people’s interests, many
officials’ focus was on their own personal gain. Accordingly, a General Order dated at
Quebec, May 13, 1816, transferred control of the Indian Department to the Military
Commander of the North American Provinces.323
The situation persisted in Upper Canada (and, later, Canada West). Under
Miscellaneous Suggestions, the Report of the Special Commissioners Appointed on the
8th of September 1856 to Investigate Indian Affairs in Canada (The Pennefather Report
of 1858) noted the delay that had been experienced in receiving information from the
Indian Department and recommended (1) the use of double-entry bookkeeping, (2)
keeping “more clear Records,” (3) maintaining a detailed catalogue of land surrenders,
(4) keeping records of which Lands have been sold with reference to maps, and (5)
keeping detailed transaction records that make clear where amounts have been paid and
which amounts remained payable.324 Despite ongoing recognition of the problem by
influential people within and outside the colony, poor record keeping and complaints
about the Indian Department continued.
The Indian Department’s history may have been long but, like the changing
Imperial policy, it was not glorious. McNab (1981) quoted the influential British
bureaucrat Herman Merivale as having claimed that Imperial Aboriginal policy had failed
because it suffered from “perpetual compromises between principle and immediate
exigency.”325 While principled speech over the centuries may readily be found,
principled action is far less evident.
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Tropes and Treaties
While poor record-keeping on the part of the colonial government, particularly the
Indian Department, may not have been done deliberately or strategically, it went on for so
long and so many people were aware of it that it surely was not accidental, but rather may
have been tolerated or, more likely, may have been considered too unimportant to the
Imperial government to invest in fixing. The problem of poor record-keeping was
particularly relevant to treaties. The early treaties and “surrenders” were carried out
without surveys, so often no one really knew how much, if any, land had actually been
“surrendered.” The early treaties often were “surrenders” of vaguely defined areas, such
as the vast area between Lake Simcoe and Rupert's Land, which was held by the Hudson
Bay Company. Moreover, there often was disagreement between what had been said
during the negotiations and what was written in the treaties. Requests to the Indian
Department for copies of “surrenders” and maps of “surrender” boundaries frequently
yielded no records. For example, on November 14, 1794, the secretary at the Indian
Department headquarters in Montreal told Lieutenant-Governor Simcoe’s assistant,
Major Littlehales, that he could “find no Record or Document in the Supt Intendt
Generals Office of any Purchases made from the Indians in the Vicinity of York or
Bordering on Lake Ontario Except one Made by Order of Genl Haldimand in May
1784.”326
From 1790 on, Imperial and colonial governments repeated claims about
surrendered Indigenous lands. Frequently, these claims were overstated or false. The
mysterious, never discovered or produced, but always rumoured-to-exist deed was a
common trope in the process of dispossession and resettlement. The Oxford English
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Dictionary defines the noun “trope” (2014) as “A figure of speech which consists in the
use of a word or phrase in a sense other than that which is proper to it. Hence (more
generally): a figure of speech; (an instance of) figurative or metaphorical language,” and
as “A significant or recurrent theme, esp. in a literary or cultural context; a motif.”327 As
tropes abounded in colonial literature, the repetition of tropes likely normalized beliefs
and legitimated colonization. When a trope alluded to stories from the Bible, then the
actions rationalized by the trope seemed even more reasonable and defensible.
Examples of the issue of real versus imagined treaties span centuries in the
documentary record. The enduring nature of this situation is indicated by the following
examples. First, Lord Dorchester had established the Land Board of Hesse to grant land
in that District, however, at the Board’s first meeting it became apparent that “none of the
land had been surrendered by treaty to the crown.”328 Second, with respect to the Upper
Canadian court cases brought by the squatters who had overrun Walpole Island, Chief
Justice John Beverley Robinson’s case summary for the Little et al. vs. Keating case
illustrated the trope. Robinson reported that a local Superintendent of Indian Affairs,
“Mr. [William] Jones, [testifying] for the defendant, […] also stated he had heard of a
surrender and seen a deed of Walpole Island.”329 This statement contradicts multiple
sources that indicated Walpole Island had never been surrendered and that did not
mention a deed of cession. Third, in the 1870s, Anishinaabe groups in the eastern
Georgian Bay basin submitted a land claim that was settled in their favour in 1923 by the
Williams Treaty Commissioners.330 Subsequently, the Commissioners were pleased to
think that all of the land in Ontario had been surrendered, except they were wrong again
then. Fourth and more recently, in 2016, the Kitigan Zibi Anishinaabeg filed a land claim
215

DIFFERING FACTORS IN DISPOSSESSIONS, 1820-1865
for the Ottawa River valley of Ontario, including the national capital of Ottawa,331 so
clearly all of the land in Ontario had not been surrendered. The rumoured possibility of
the existence of a surrender deed was reckoned almost as a rationale for dispossession in
the colonial discourse. The rumoured possibility of a surrender did not supersede the
requirements for surrender and did not justify the dispossession of Indigenous groups.
Regardless, even when a treaty existed, it did not usually ensure access to exercise rights
or protect reserved lands.
The Impacts of Relocation
Relocation involved both psychological and physical loss of place. Psychological
loss of place was associated with loss of belonging, security, certainty, and preceded the
dispossession that I have termed “constructive surrender,” such as when the Chippewa of
Lakes Huron, Couchiching, and Simcoe were not provided documents of occupancy
despite repeated requests, and physical loss of place, when dispossession followed
destruction of the ability to remain centred on a locale, no matter how clear the
Anishinaabeg group’s claims to the place were. Relocation was not automatic and it was
not guaranteed, and even when Indigenous peoples were allocated reserves, many times
they subsequently were forced either directly or indirectly (“constructive surrender”) to
“surrender” all or part of that reserve and move to a more confined space or to another
place. Relocation encompassed both loss of place and the disorientation subsequent to
having nowhere to go or to having arrived somewhere new. Relocation displaced, and
attempted to confine and immobilize, Indigenous peoples. Relocation removed
Indigenous peoples as impediments to “progress,” and relocation to rural and remote
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reserves removed Indigenous peoples from settlers’ sight thus rendering them invisible.
Conversely, the relocation of Indigenous peoples “freed up” land for colonization and
mobilized individuals, speculators, developers, builders, and businesses in Upper Canada
(and, later, Canada West). In summary, relocation was a myth as much as a reality.
Indigenous peoples’ feeling of instability resulted from insecurity of place: land
loss loomed large and reserves could be temporary, rather than permanent. The common
Indigenous feeling of instability resulting from insecurity of place since they could lose
their land once again to the settlers even after all they had already lost as was shown, for
example, in the experience of the Lakes Huron, Couchiching, and Simcoe Chippewa.
Reserves could be temporary, rather than permanent. Repeated requests to the colonial
and Imperial governments from the Chippewa of Lakes Huron, Couchiching, and Simcoe
and other Indigenous groups such as the Credit Mississauga confirmed that Indigenous
peoples needed and wanted secure title to their lands.
Settlement Led to Reserves for Some Indigenous People, Rights for Few
Settlement led to displacement, so reserve creation resulted from settlement.
Reserve creation, however, was neither automatic nor as frequent as might have been
expected.332 Reserves, which Mortimore (1975) has described as “internal colonies,”333
were established in three ways: “by executive act, by agreement upon treaty or surrender,
and by purchase.”334 As more settlers arrived, more Indigenous people were displaced.
As the number of settlers increased, the options available to Indigenous people decreased.
Since settlement displaced game and reduced access to fishing as well as fish stocks, and
disrupted hunting and gathering,335 Indigenous people could not sustain themselves if
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they remained. This situation was not limited to the southern areas of the colony. For
example, the Hudson’s Bay Company factor at La Cloche near present-day Sudbury and
Espanola in the southern part of the Canadian Shield
was reporting widespread starvation among Native hunters and their families by
the late 1820s, as well as the decline of game in the interior, forcing the Ojibwa
into the unenviable position of accepting reserve lands along the inhospitable
shore [of Georgian Bay].336

Treaties did not protect Indigenous people’s access to reserved or unceded land and did
not prevent poaching, over-hunting, or over-fishing by settlers. Officials not only forgot
treaty promises but also neglected to convey the promises to settlers. Even when
Indigenous groups had been granted, or had retained, hunting and fishing rights to a
specific area, it could become impossible to access the area because the land tenure
system prohibited “trespassing” across farmland to reach the area. The land available for
hunting and access to hunting and fishing grounds increasingly became “land-locked”
within the holdings of settlers who had little or no interest in honouring treaty
agreements.337 In some situations, settlers’ fences and threats to use firearms or to
unleash dogs discouraged Indigenous people from travelling to their traditional hunting
and harvesting grounds. In other situations, settlers and poachers had depleted the game
and fish stocks to such a degree that it was not worthwhile for Indigenous people to travel
to their grounds.338 Moreover, Indigenous people’s mere presence in proximity to settlers
became increasingly less tolerated. For example, after the study period, when the islands
of Georgian Bay and the inland hunting grounds of the Chippewa of Lakes Huron,
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Couchiching, and Simcoe, and of the Georgian Bay Anishinaabeg, had become tourist
destinations for affluent non-Indigenous people, Campbell (2005) reported that
Cottagers might respect Natives’ historic association with the area but not any
claim in the here and now. The Madawaska Club at Go Home Bay appreciated
the “picturesque and vivid reminder of a vanished era” but not “the annoyance of
their camp being too close to a member's cottage, and the fact that they often
landed to pick blueberries close to other cottages.”339

Treaties also did not protect Indigenous people’s occupancy of reserved or
unceded land. As McCalla (1993) argued,
As their power diminished, the Indians came under mounting pressure to cede
even land they had retained or been granted as reserves. Many whites desired the
removal of [Indigenous] people seen as alien. Land speculators and settlers
sought land for themselves or for resale. Government officials, often in a position
of trusteeship for Indian funds and claiming a sincere interest in Indian wellbeing, sold reserved lands either to augment Indian communities’ annual incomes
or just to fund the government's existing financial obligations to the Indians.340

McCalla (1993) further argued that,
Unlike settlers of European background, the native population came increasingly
under the surveillance of the state. Any chance most native groups had to build
truly adequate land endowments for their future was undercut by the systematic
reduction in their holdings, at prices that cannot be interpreted as anything but
very low in even the most expensive transactions. The underlying causes of this
process were largely beyond their control, even if some groups or leaders
consented or contributed to the land alienation. Indians’ collective lives were in
various ways constrained by the agenda of an unsympathetic government; even
the Indian department, transferred to local control in 1860, had priorities that
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accorded only in part with those of most Indians. At the same time, it is important
not to exaggerate the loss of autonomy. Most aspects of local government and
allocation of land on the reserves were controlled by the communities
themselves.341

Historian Leighton (1975) argued that, rather than establishing military and economic
alliances as had been the case previously, the nineteenth-century treaties concerned
ownership and title to land. Indigenous people no longer were sought as allies in the
event of conflict or as suppliers of peltry products for which a large market existed in
Europe. Instead, the Indigenous people collectively posed “a difficulty in the way of
orderly settlement and ‘progress.’ ”342 The Royal Commission on Aboriginal Peoples
(1996b) reported that the declining status of Indigenous people was accompanied by
diminishing respect:
Crown respect for the existence of Aboriginal title […] was eroded by the decline
of the fur trade and the concomitant decline of Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal
economic interdependence. Increased demands on Aboriginal territory
occasioned by population growth and westward expansion, followed by a period
of paternalistic administration marked by involuntary relocations and
resettlement, only exacerbated the erosion of respect.343

As their status changed, the Indigenous people found various ways of adapting while, at
the same time, endeavouring to maintain their traditional ways for as long as possible.
Since colonial neglect and displacement had led to many of them becoming
impoverished, attempting to find new sources of traditional food was necessary for their
survival.
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Just as the British had required Indigenous peoples to have “sovereign” leaders in
order to make transactions,344 the British found it necessary to have treaties in order to
provide the clear title to land required by the British land tenure system that they had
superimposed over Upper Canada. While, accordingly, buying, selling, giving, and
bequeathing land required that treaties be established, those negotiating the treaties with
the Anishinaabeg did not appear to have any intention of honouring the promises made
either during the treaty negotiations or in the written treaties. Reserves often were
temporary rather than permanent, and the rights to hunt and fish to have access to hunting
territories and fisheries frequently were not respected or protected. For dispossessed
Anishinaabe peoples, forever never was what it used to be.
The Indigenous people were not welcome to remain where they were. There
appeared to be a (usually vague) expectation that the Indigenous groups that surrendered
land would relocate to as-yet unsurrendered lands,345 regardless of which other
Indigenous groups had existing rights to those lands. As settlement grew, however, there
were fewer places to which the Indigenous people could relocate. Over time, as settler
population pressure continued, land that settlers had formerly considered marginal
became more appealing. Settlers’ increased appreciation for land formerly considered to
be marginal simultaneously caused some Indigenous people to be displaced yet again and
further reduced the number of places to which the Indigenous groups could relocate.
Similarly, settlers’ increasing appreciation for land reserved for Indigenous peoples often
had the same deleterious effects. This situation meant that the situation deteriorated more
quickly. As the situations deteriorated, Indigenous people’s dependence grew. Either by
commission or omission, impoverishment was built into the political and social structures
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and situations into which Indigenous people were forced. By omission, I mean
“constructive displacement.” From the labour term “constructive dismissal,” I coined
“constructive surrender.” Such a term reflects the observation that initial displacement
often led to subsequent displacement, the frequent lack of security in land tenure, and the
lack of protection against the degradation caused by settlers on Indigenous groups’ lands.
Concluding Thoughts About How the Superimposition of the British Worldview
Refashioned Anishinaabe Land and Influenced Dispossession
This chapter asserted that, while worldviews may be socially constructed mental
maps, they also substantially inform attitudes and practices. It is important to consider
the material manifestations of Anishinaabe and British worldviews because the primary
difference between them was the spiritual dimension of land for the Anishinaabe. As a
result, the loss of their connections and relationships through dispossession caused great
harm to Anishinaabe individuals and groups. Since views of land were lodged in cultural
frames that themselves resided within worldviews, without suspending disbelief and
entertaining those worldviews, trying to understand others’ views of land was nearly
impossible and likely improbable. Settlers of British origin and descent likely would not
have undertaken this as their sense of rightness, superiority, and entitlement and their
preoccupation with God and Empire gave them reason neither to doubt themselves nor to
be curious about others’ worldviews. To do so may have called into question their
treatment of Indigenous peoples and their land. On the other hand, many (unconverted)
Anishinaabeg likely would not have undertaken this willingly either as, from their
vantage point, the British view was comparatively impoverished. This chapter supported
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the key argument that dispossession was complex. Dispossession could involve not only
loss of land but also traditional ways of living. Attempted control of Anishinaabe
peoples’ land, emplacement, and mobility equated to socio-spatial control.
This chapter concludes Part I, Groundings. Collectively, the three chapters
described Anishinaabe origin stories, belief systems, and attitudes toward, and use of,
land. Home, identity, and beliefs intersected in this chapter, which investigated how
Anishinaabe and British worldviews were manifested on the land. Consideration of how
differing worldviews were manifested in practice aids in understanding how the
Anishinaabeg’s spiritual foundations were undermined and how many aspects of their
socio-cultural and political-economic structures were dismantled as a result of the
dispossessions that will be analyzed next in this work. Part II, On the Ground, focusses
less on abstraction, instead examining the dispossession experiences of studied
Anishinaabe groups. Although the factors involved in the groups’ dispossessions varied,
their losses were very tangible. The next chapter presents a study of the dispossession of
Pelée Island from the Lake Erie Anishinaabeg, which demonstrates how indirect/negative
pressure could be exerted to obtain Indigenous land through the failure to defend
Indigenous groups’ rights to land.
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Part II: On the Ground
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Chapter 5. Case Study: Layered Squatters: The Dispossession of Pelée Island from
the Lake Erie Anishinaabeg, 1823-1865, Illustrating the Themes of Balancing Place
Attachment and Pragmatism and of the Use and Utility of Pretense and Discourse to
Dispossess Through Legal Inequity and Narrative Techniques That Attempted to
Ahistoricize Anishinaabe People and Erase Anishinaabe Sovereignty

Dispossession frequently involved direct pressure exerted on Indigenous peoples.
At times, however, less direct but equally effective measures were employed to
dispossess Indigenous peoples of their land. This chapter considers the use of one such
indirect measure, discourse, to acquire unceded land. The narrative techniques utilized in
this discourse included elision, omission, inclusion, and repetition. In particular,
narrative techniques were used in the judicial-political systems to attempt to ahistoricize
“the Chippewa and Ottawa Nations” of Lake Erie and to formalize the erasure of their
rights to an Island they had not ceded. Ahistoricization,1 that is, framing the Lake Erie
Anishinaabeg as being absent from contemporary history and events,2 erased their
sovereign roles and rights and served to dispossess them of Pelée Island. Moreover, in
this situation the squatters and the judicial-political systems glossed over the fact that the
island had never been ceded, which meant that it should not have been possible legally
for settlers of British origin and descent to secure title in fee simple, that is, full title in
the British system of land tenure, to that land. And yet, over the span of several decades,
this is what happened. The Lake Erie Anishinaabeg were not able to either retain or
benefit from their unceded land, but instead were dispossessed of Pelée Island. Unlike
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the dispossessions of some other Anishinaabe groups, the Lake Erie Anishinaabeg who
leased Pelée Island were not resident on it. Typically, they used the Island seasonally for
fishing. This situation is an example of constructive surrender whereby the Chippewa
and Ottawa were framed variously as extinct or as incapable of owning land and, through
this process, they were ahistoricized, that is, they were taken out of the contemporary
historical record, framed as mere relics of the past, and hence their land rights were
erased. This framing was executed by non-Indigenous people: squatters claiming
ownership and judicial and executive officials through selective application of British law
and focussing on legal minutiae (while wholly ignoring Indigenous systems of tenure3).
This selective application facilitated overlooking both the truthfulness of the evidence
presented and the larger issues, such as spatial justice and equitable treatment under the
law.
The erasure of Indigenous presence and rights by opportunistic settlers was
carried out through a narrative that gradually displaced the Lake Erie Anishinaabeg by a
sequence of actions and personalities. First, Pelée Island was leased to an Indian Affairs
officer of mixed heritage (Indigenous and settler), Thomas McKee. Later, McKee’s son
inherited the lease. Then the island was claimed by a powerful local landowner, William
McCormick, who Clarke (2010) reported had written a “promotional” pamphlet in 1826
to attract settlers to his land in Upper Canada.4 Subsequent to McCormick’s death, his
family undertook a series of legal efforts that ultimately were successful in acquiring
legal title to unceded Indigenous land. Their efforts were successful because of the
assistance of a persuasive lawyer and two members of the judiciary. On two occasions the
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court was headed by a Chief Justice, John Beverley Robinson,5 and on a third occasion an
opinion was written by another judge, Henry John Boulton.6 Both of these judges
respected Indigenous peoples’ rights less than those of non-Indigenous settlers and
squatters. Collectively and serially, the Indigenous peoples vanished from public view as
they were ahistoricized, omitted from the contemporary narrative, and relegated to the
past, as their rights were erased. The dispossession of the Lake Erie Anishinaabeg
illustrated how narrative could be used to exert indirect pressure to acquire unceded land
while those in government who were supposed to take care of Indigenous peoples’
interests failed to recognize or defend the Anishinaabeg’s rights to the land. The chapter
begins by showcasing the Memorial of 1865. The final part of this chapter focusses on
ahistoricization of Indigenous peoples and erasure of Indigenous rights through the
narrative techniques used in the 1865 Memorial.
As shown on the following map (see Figure 5), the Essex Peninsula is bounded on
three sides by water: Lake Erie to the south, the Detroit River to the west, and Lake St.
Clair and Lake Huron, to the north.
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Figure 5: Essex Peninsula, Showing Point Pelée and Pelée Island
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Historically, this western part of Lake Erie and the River Detroit, including Point
Pelée and Pelée Island in Lake Erie, and Bois Blanc (“Boblo”) Island in the Detroit River
near its entrance at the west end of Lake Erie, was occupied by several Anishinaabe
groups, in particular Chippewa and Ottawa. As is evident from the map, its close
proximity to the United States complicated its history and likely the outcome for the
Anishinaabeg as well. Doubtless Upper Canadians’ anxiety about American invasion and
republican ideas contributed to their assumption of Indigenous absence, which facilitated
allowing settlement by non-Indigenous people perceived as being loyal to the Crown and
the colony.
Depending on the origin story, either following their Great Migration from the
east coast or from time immemorial, Anishinaabe territory encircled the Great Lakes and
included the north shore of Lake Erie. Some scholars believe that Chippewa occupancy
of Point Pelée dated from 1765 or 1775.7 Point Pelée, which is located in the area known
as the western basin of Lake Erie,8 was a favourite location for the Chippewa to establish
fishing camps for the spawning in spring and early summer.9 There the Chippewa would
have caught a variety of fish including the channel darter,10 walleye,11 northern pike,12
and smallmouth bass,13 as well as lake trout, sturgeon, and lake herring, until 1860, 1880,
and 1920, respectively, after which these species were overfished.14 The Chippewa’s
visits to, and use of, Point Pelée continued after the surrender. For example, in 1856,
three Chippewa families totalling sixteen people were relocated from Point Pelée to
Walpole Island.15 While a number of Chippewa were signatories to the Treaty of 1790,
the Caldwell Band of Chippewa of Point Pelée and Pelée Island did not sign the treaty,
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and did not receive any benefits16 or reserved land from that treaty.17 Subsequent to the
War of 1812, the situation became complicated further by claims that the Crown had
granted Point Pelée to the Caldwell Band for their service in the war.18
The McCormick Family Memorial of 1865
The “Memorial” of the McCormick family of Point au Pelée Island, dated August
22, 1865, set out the family’s claim to Pelée Island to His Excellency, the Right
Honourable Charles Stanley, Viscount Monck, the Governor General in Council.19 The
Memorial recounted the history of the Island, and the McCormick family’s claim to it,
from their perspective.
Two years prior to the 1790 surrender of land in the Essex Peninsula adjacent to
“Point-au-Pelée Island” that was negotiated by Colonel Alexander McKee, on May 1,
1788, in Detroit, “the Chiefs and Sachems of the Chippewa and Ottawa Nations of
Indians” leased Point Pelée and Pelée Island20 “for 999 years renewable at the rate of
three bushels of corn annually or value thereof.”21 The lessees were James Allan and
William and J. Caldwell for the Point, and Thomas McKee for the Island.”22 Thomas
McKee (Wah-be-me-sha-was), the son of Alexander McKee and possibly an Indigenous
woman,23 leased the island so that he could keep livestock on it.24 It is not clear whether
Thomas McKee went through with his plan, however, as in 1804 or 1805 he sub-let the
island to John Askin, who did keep cattle on the island.25 The agricultural potential of the
mainland near Pelée Island was confirmed in a gazetteer in 1813:
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Pele, Point (or Point au Ple) now called the South Foreland, extending into lake
[sic] Erie, between Landguard and the mouth of Detroit river [sic], is noted for its
being a good place to winter cattle at, on account of the rushes which abound
there.26

In October of 1814, Thomas McKee died.27 Thomas's son, who like his
grandfather was named Alexander, assumed the lease. The Island’s proximity to military
markets likely increased its visibility and appeal. In 1815, Alexander McKee sublet the
island to William McCormick, who following the War of 1812, had been awarded a
contract to supply pork to Fort Malden (Amherstburg).28 Subsequently, McCormick, a
local landowner who was a member of the House of Assembly from 1812 to 1824, and
his partner raised several hundred pigs on the island.29 In 1823, less than ten years after
his father’s death, the younger Alexander McKee “conveyed” Pelée Island to his tenant,
William McCormick, who, according to the McCormick family, purchased “Point-auPelée Island,” rather than solely the lease to the Island, “for a valuable consideration”
(£125 or $500).30 Although the Island had never been surrendered and the Crown could
not legally award title, the sale was registered in the Registry Office of the County of
Essex.31 From 1823 to 1840, in addition to renting some of the land to tenants, William
McCormick made numerous “improvements” on Pelée Island. For example, in 1833, he
promoted the construction of a lighthouse on the island. In the spring of 1834, likely at
his own suggestion, he was appointed lighthouse-keeper and that summer he moved his
family to the island.32 For about a decade, little attention was paid to McCormick’s
owner-like occupancy and use of Pelée Island by other colonists, by the colonial officials,
or apparently by the Indigenous peoples in the area. In the mid-1830s, after obtaining a
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contract to supply cedar posts for Fort Malden and entering into an agreement to erect a
sawmill to produce cedar ties for a railway under construction in Ohio, William
McCormick began to appropriate the red cedar growing on Pelée Island.33 Rather than
his doubtful right to occupy Chippewa land, it was McCormick’s success that created
animosity. One complaint was made to the government by a person who believed that the
island belonged to the Crown.34 On investigation, the Commissioner of Crown Lands
decided in McCormick’s favour.35 Despite this decision, however, the issue of title
remained unsettled for nearly three decades after McCormick’s death on February 18,
1840.36 Although he had not demonstrated concern with justice for Indigenous peoples
during his lifetime, McCormick did attempt to allocate his estate equitably among his
heirs. In his will, dated July 20, 1839, William McCormick divided Point-au-Pelée Island
among his wife, Mary Cornwall McCormick, and their 11 children.37
The family’s first attempt to obtain legal assurance of their claim to the island
came shortly after William McCormick’s death.38 The name of their legal counsel, if any,
at that time was not located in the documentary record. At the recommendation of a
lower court, on November 9, 1841, Upper Canada Chief Justice John Beverley Robinson
heard arguments concerning the case of William McCormick's family's claim to Pelée
Island. Robinson noted that their claim was based on an “Indian lease.” Robinson also
noted, however, that the family had not provided any good secondary evidence to support
their case39 and so he did not find in the family’s favour. Despite Robinson’s 1841
judgement, however, in accordance with William McCormick’s will, in 1847, the family
(or more likely William’s eldest son, Alexander) had the island surveyed by a Provincial
Land Surveyor, Philobeth D. Salter.40
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Following Alexander McCormick's death in 1854, matters on Pelée Island
remained in an “unsettled condition.”41 The surviving family members concluded that
they no longer could rest their fortunes on the title they imagined they had to Pelée
Island.42 The surviving siblings and their families again sought a legal solution. In 1858,
they consulted Upper Canadian lawyer, politician, and judge Colonel John Prince.43
Prince advised the family to ask the Government to sue them for intrusion, because he
was convinced that the case would be found in their favor.44 Accordingly, the family
formally requested that the province bring an “amicable suit” against one or more of them
concerning their occupation of the island. The objective was to gain confirmation of their
titles to the island. As had been the case in 1841, the 1859 suit was heard by the Chief
Justice, John Beverley Robinson. Throughout the course of the court proceedings during
the Easter Term [session] of 1859, Prince failed to introduce evidence supporting the
McCormick family’s title claim.45 The family not only lost their suit but found they were
perceived by other settlers as squatters.46 As Boulton noted in 1865, the wording of
Robinson's 1859 opinion suggests that he knew the McCormick claim had been poorly
presented by their first lawyer, Colonel Prince.47 Robinson's comments likely encouraged
the family’s continuing efforts to acquire legal title to Pelée Island. The McCormick
family decided to again seek a legal solution to obtain title to Pelée Island.
The McCormicks Again Seek Legal Redress
Subsequent to the 1859 loss, the family engaged a second lawyer, John Stuart
[Stewart].48 The outcome of Stuart’s investigation was submitted to the Hon. Henry J.
Boulton for his legal opinion49 prior to formally submitting the Memorial. Boulton may
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have been chosen because, when he held the role of Attorney General, he had personally
set several precedents by issuing post-Haldimand patents to settlers occupying
Indigenous lands under what were known as “Brant Deeds and Leases.”50 In his August
5, 1865, opinion, Judge Boulton answered both of the McCormick family’s requests
affirmatively: first, the earlier judgement on the Information for Intrusion should be
waived, and second, letters of patent should be issued to confirm their title to Pelée
Island. Boulton wrote
That the former judgment against the McCormicks should be set aside; that the
Island had never been ceded to the Crown by the Indians; that the Government
had never been in possession of it, or taken any profits from it; and that no others
than the McCormicks had any rightful possession of it.51

Somehow Boulton was able to make the leap to unsurrendered land being rightfully
possessed by the McCormicks without the executive officials noticing or challenging him
on this point when they reviewed the Memorial. In his opinion concerning the
McCormick claim to “Point-Pelee Island,” Boulton recognized collective occupancy and
use but not collective ownership of land. Boulton wrote that
The Indians, although occupying and using the country collectively, in a nomadic
state – like all other wandering tribes of uncivilized savages – never, individually,
reduced any part of it to personal enjoyment, as separate property, and never had,
in fact, any separate estate or property in the land at all. Therefore, it was not in
the power of any Indian to make a title to any portion of land – as property – to
anybody ...52
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Moreover, Boulton afforded no respect to Indigenous systems of governance or land use.
Boulton stressed how deserving the McCormicks were, especially since this “loyal
family”53 had not left the country but rather had remained in possession of the island.
Boulton wrote
I have no doubt that, if the McCormicks, instead of being loyal subjects to the
Crown, had left the Province and gone to the United States during the war, this
Island would have been forfeited.54

Boulton did not mention the relevance of his point concerning loyalty to the
Crown and colony to the legal legitimacy of the claim, nor did he mention the rights of
the Indigenous peoples who had supported the Crown during the war and who had never
ceded the land. Moreover, in his opinion, Boulton did not treat all of the colonial
stakeholders equally. For example, Boulton made no mention of the unlawful mortgage
made to a man named Whipple or of the need for the McCormicks to repay the money
Whipple had paid when he thought he was purchasing land on Pelée Island from the
McCormicks. As a judicial official, Boulton either knew or ought reasonably to have
known about the provisions of the Royal Proclamation of 1763. That is, he should have
known that title should not (and technically could not) be granted to unceded land. The
ability to overlook this fact was not limited to the judiciary. Thaddeus Smith’s (1899)
history of The McCormick Family, Who Were the First White Owners on the Island55 did
not mention that, even among people of British origin or descent, a lease was not a sale
and so the rights to the unsurrendered land remained with the Indigenous peoples.
Smith’s (1899) title, however, at once distinguished between previous Indigenous
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occupancy and implied “natural” non- Indigenous entitlement, thereby tacitly
acknowledging and reinforcing the McCormick's “right” to own Pelée Island.
Boulton’s August 5, 1865, opinion was included in the Memorial that was
presented to the Viscount Monck, the Governor General in Council,56 on August 22,
1865. The McCormick family sought, first, to have the earlier judgement on the
Information for Intrusion waived, and second, to have letters of patent issued to confirm
their title to Pelée Island.57 After recounting the history of the lease, the Memorial
pointed out that, although the island had never been ceded to the Crown, “the bands of
Indians, who so owned and occupied the said island, and whose Chiefs and Sachems
executed the said Lease thereof, to the said Thomas McKee, have become extinct.”58
Presumably, the Indigenous peoples no longer required the island because of their
extinction. In point of fact, however, although they apparently had stopped fishing on the
Island (or they had chosen to stop fishing because of the ongoing conflicts with the
Americans or they had been forced to stop fishing by the McCormicks and the other
squatters), the Lake Erie Anishinaabeg continued to live on the mainland and on Walpole
Island, and they definitely were not extinct.59 Regardless of the Anishinaabeg “owners”
being very much alive, in 1865 the McCormick’s claim was successful and they were
awarded title to Pelée Island.
The Language Progression and Narrative Techniques of the Memorial
The 1865 Memorial began by legitimating the original 999-year lease to McKee
because of Thomas and Alexander McKees’ part-Indigenous heritage – their
“Indianness”60 – and their employment in the service of the Indian Department. It was
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pointed out that both of the McKees were “Chiefs and half-breeds”61 “as well as officers
in the Indian Department.”62 Next, the memorialists further legitimated their origins by
linking their family name to McKee when they described “the basis and the groundwork
of the McKee-McCormick title to the island.”63 Then, the McKees and their Indianness
vanished, and the narrative changed to the non-Indigenous occupants’ legitimacy deriving
from actual possession. In disregard of both the Royal Proclamation of 1763 and the
Upper Canadian statute for the Protection of the Lands of the Crown in the Province from
Trespass and Injury of 1839, the Memorial claimed that
no Statute, Imperial or Provincial, [...] prohibited the acquiring [of land] (even by
persons, not Indians or half-breeds), by Deed or Lease, from the Indians ...64

Finally, there was an appeal to recognize the McCormicks as loyal citizens who not only
should not be considered squatters, but who also should be granted title in preference to
“foreigners.”65
Through this narrative progression, the Memorial first used “Indianness” briefly
in order to legitimate, then elided into engaging owner-like terminology, and from there
presented an appeal based on citizenship and loyalty to the Crown. The latter usage
likely would have been effective because of the earlier conflict between the Americans
and the British, followed by the War of 1812, and the even more recent skirmishes during
“the uprising against the Canadian Government by a rough lot of Fenians and scalawags
[from the United States] in 1837 and 1838”66 and also because of the dissenting voices
from within Upper Canada. Collectively, this usage bridged the McCormicks’ status
from squatters to landowners. This bridging was supported by the legal system. First,
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following his 1841 finding of lack of evidence, in an 1859 judgment, John Beverly
Robinson essentially wrote that he would have found in the McCormicks’ favour if he
could have, but the case presented by their lawyer, Colonel Prince, had been inadequate.
Third, in an 1865 opinion, Henry John Boulton acknowledged Robinson’s position while
supporting the McCormicks’ requests based on the “evidence” presented by their second
lawyer.
Like inclusion, repetition, and elision, omission was a narrative technique. For
example, the Memorial did not explain how or when the Indigenous peoples' “extinction'
had taken place. (As had been the case in 1836 when Sir Francis Head used “extinction”
language to justify dispossessing and relocating Indigenous peoples to Great Manitoulin
Island, this approach was useful in erasing Indigenous peoples’ presence and sovereign
roles and rights in order to dispossess them of their land.) Although the Chippewa and
Ottawa were not participants in any of the hearings or deliberations, they should have
been. It has been argued that “The Indians in [Regina v.] McCormick were not a party to
the case but were involved because the Ojibwa were the original owners of Point Pelée in
Lake Erie.”67 In the ongoing contest for Pelée Island, the Indigenous peoples were
conspicuous by their absence, not only from the language used to make the claims but
also from the court proceedings. Despite the stakes involved in this case, at that time
Indigenous peoples’ absence was common. In the colony, a gap existed between access
in theory and access in practice. Legal scholar Harring (1998) has pointed out that,
“While all individuals in Canada – including Indians – had access to Canadian courts, no
Indian nation was a party in a nineteenth-century case.”68 Despite Indigenous peoples’
theoretical access to the legal system, however,
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as a practical matter they lacked the economic and social means to bring a civil
case to court. It is also likely that cultural differences kept Indians from using the
British colonial courts as a dispute-settlement mechanism, a process that had no
parallel in tribal society. No case decided by Robinson had an Indian as a party.69

As it did throughout Upper Canada, the question concerning the position of squatters
came up in this case. In fact, once Alexander McCormick presumed ownership of the
Island and began selling off parts of the Island, several layers of squatters were created
and involved, that is, the tenants and lessees as well as the McCormick heirs and their
families. In the nineteenth-century, squatters largely seemed to be safe from regulation
enforcement regardless of who had rights to the land on which they squatted.
Technically, although Indigenous peoples had theoretical standing, “Indian leases” did
not have standing in the British legal system, which meant that people holding “Indian
leases” were squatters. Harring (1998) argued that squatters begat squatters:
In 1789 Thomas McKee took possession of the land in question as a squatter
without legal title, and in 1823 his family sold the land to William McCormick.
When McCormick died, he left the land to his children.70
Notwithstanding the technical niceties of British law, however, what happened in practice
often differed greatly from theory and legislation. In another case, Robinson had noted
that the crown, while recognizing that Indian title could not be acquired by
settlers, often protected the settlers’ property rights in improvements built upon
Indian lands under traditional doctrines of equity.71
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Apparently, in the McCormick case, Robinson had wanted to do both, to give the settlers
title and to recognize their property rights, and subsequently Boulton had concurred with
this approach. This situation suggests that judicial officials could apply the law
selectively. In addition to selective use of the law, this case involved incomplete analysis.
The Colonial Office’s official position held that Indigenous groups had political status as
nations.72 An Indigenous nation that had owned the land initially was a nation rather than
a “constructive corporation.”73 Thus, in the case of Pelée Island, the Anishinaabe groups
who had sovereignty over the Island were nations, not constructive corporations.
Regardless, however, even though an Indigenous nation might be aware that its lands
were occupied by squatters, its members were not “in a legal position to dispossess
settlers under existing law.”74 That is, “[t]he Indigenous peoples ‘owned’ their lands but
apparently lacked the same legal rights as other Upper Canadians to protect them.”75
Moreover, even when Indigenous people’s lands were recognized through treaty, colonial
officials seemed to regard their “ownership” as different than settler ownership. For
example, Indigenous groups’ leases to others and sales of land were often challenged in
practice.
Thus, Indigenous peoples were left in a situation in which they could not pursue
their own governance systems nor were they protected by, or able to gain access to, the
British-based system that had been superimposed on their lands. The language of the
British legal system erased pre-existing Native governance and land use systems.
Indigenous peoples were caught in a vacuum outside the new socio-spatial frame. That
inequity was not bothersome to most if not all judicial officials, including Robinson who,
in another case, had argued that “We cannot recognize any peculiar law of real property
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applying to the Indians - the common law is not part savage and part civilized.”76 As a
result of the prevalence of these attitudes, it has been argued that “Canadian law is a tool
of empire.”77 As has been noted,
Casting imperial law as normative and Indigenous law as non-existent or
abnormal played a distinct role in the implantation of beliefs about the
rightfulness of European property laws.78

Through this framing, the legal system is connected to ahistoricization and erasure, and
thus to dispossession. Like many Indigenous and non-Indigenous people of the time, the
original “seller” and “purchaser,” McKee and McCormick, respectively, disregarded the
protocols of the Royal Proclamation of 1763. Unlike others, however, with the aid of a
lawyer and the judicial-political systems, the McCormick family framed themselves as
owners. Their second lawyer helped by using language that shifted Indigenous peoples
out of the frame, to be recalled only as remnants of history. The judicial-political systems
helped such framing by undermining Indigenous peoples’ capacity due to “nomadism”
and by overlooking the fact that the Pelée Island had never been ceded and, therefore,
title could not be awarded. The frame was shifted over time so that, eventually, the
Indigenous peoples were not in it. The frame moved on and the Indigenous peoples were
left behind, mere relics who were of historical interest only following their “extinction.”
The language of historical accounts often valorized the colonizers. For example,
William McCormick was born “on the 30th May 1784,” in the Indian country near
the Maumee River, in what is now the State of Ohio. He was a pioneer son of a
pioneer father – Alexander McCormick. Both were present at the “beginning of
things” on the two sides of the Detroit River. They lived the life of frontiersmen,
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with primitive ways of travel and living. They were friends with the Indians and
traded with them.79

In the same breath, the author (who likely was a descendent of the “pioneering”
McCormicks) asserted that there was no history before the white colonizers arrived and
yet the Indigenous peoples were there to be friends with and to trade with. How could
both conditions be true? Perhaps the author thought that the Indigenous peoples were
living in a state of suspended animation, patiently waiting for the colonizers to charm
them into life? Similarly, historical accounts often glossed over the facts, collapsing time
and changing verbs to change the status of the colonizers. For example, a family history
of the early McCormicks glossed over the acquisition of Pelée Island with great brevity,
requiring only three sentences to cover the events of thirty-five years. After the Island
was leased in 1788,
Alexander McKee [the younger], also a half-breed, inherited the island from his
father Thomas, on his death in 1815. He leased it to William McCormick in 1815,
who later, on September 1, 1823, purchased the whole of Pelee Island for Five
Hundred Dollars [sic]. Thus William became the first and only white owner of
the whole of Pelee Island.80

The transformation of Pelée Island from being leased to being owned was finessed
simply by changing verbs. This narrative approach elided the two states, bridging a
quick, comfortable change in land tenure status without even a nod to the sovereign rights
of the Indigenous people who were the lawful and rightful “owners.” Moreover, as the
stories of the $500 purchase81 and of “the first white owner”82 were repeated, the
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ahistoricization of the Lake Erie Anishinaabeg, and the erasure of their sovereign roles
and rights, became more cemented and normalized into colonial reality and its prevailing
“master narratives,” with all of the associated embedded norms and values.83
Ahistoricization Was a Tool of Dispossession
Ahistoricization was a useful tool for justifying and accomplishing dispossession.
Ahistoricization created a historical division between the way things were “then,” in the
ancient past, and the way things are now, in the “progressive modern times.”84 Once
ahistoricized, once relegated to the past, it was possible to erase Indigenous peoples from
public view and from the public narratives, to effectively render them invisible and to
disregard their voices and their rights. Indigenous peoples were ahistoricized by referring
to them using a past tense and describing them as being extinct. Both Imperial and
colonial governments benefitted from the extinction narrative, which held that, “since the
Indigenous peoples are all going to die soon anyway (or, as in the case of Pelée Island,
they are already dead), we can go ahead and take their land.” This technique is apparent
in the 1865 McCormick family Memorial, in which they claimed “That the bands of
Indians, who so owned and occupied the said [Pelee] island, and whose Chiefs and
Sachems executed the said Lease thereof, to the said Thomas McKee, have become
extinct.”85 Regarding ahistoricization, it has been argued that
Eurocentric thought asserts that only Europeans can progress and that Indigenous
peoples are frozen in time, guided by knowledge systems that reinforce the past
and do not look towards the future.86
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Another technique of ahistoricization was to claim that history did not exist before the
colonizers arrived. When there was no history, there was no haunting and there was no
need for accountability or guilt. As Catharine Parr Traill (1838) wrote:
As to ghosts or spirits they appear totally banished from Canada. This is too
matter-of-fact country for such supernaturals to visit. Here there are no historical
associations, no legendary tales of those that came before us. Fancy would starve
for lack of marvellous food to keep her alive in the backwoods. We have neither
fay nor fairy, ghost nor bogle, satyr nor wood-nymph; our very forests disdain to
shelter dryad or hamadryad. No naiad haunts the rushy margin of our lakes, or
hallows with her presence our forest-rills. No Druid claims our oaks; and instead
of poring with mysterious awe among our curious limestone rocks, that are often
singularly grouped together, we refer them to the geologist to exercise his skill in
accounting for their appearance: instead of investing them with the solemn
characters of ancient temples or heathen altars, we look upon them with the
curious eye of natural philosophy alone. […] I heard a friend exclaim, when
speaking of the want of interest this country possessed, “It is the most unpoetical
of all lands; there is no scope for imagination; here all is new—the very soil
seems newly formed; there is no hoary ancient grandeur in these woods; no
recollections of former deeds connected with the country. The only beings in
which I take any interest are the Indians, and they want the warlike character and
intelligence that I had pictured to myself they would possess.”87

The claim that the place that had become Upper Canada had no history pointed to a
contemporary view of the invisibility, unimportance, or irrelevance of Indigenous peoples
to settlers. Whether it was done gradually or quickly, being written out of the stories of
the “prevailing regime of truth”88 through extinction narratives and other narrative
techniques of ahistoricization facilitated the attempted erasure of the Lake Erie
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Anishinaabeg’s sovereign roles and rights. This dispossession was acted out in the
judicial-political systems of Upper Canada and later Canada West, during which attempts
were made to ahistoricize the Lake Erie Anishinaabeg and to erase their rights to the
Island. Repetition of colonial narratives replaced those of Indigenous peoples. Common
narrative techniques included inclusion, elision, omission, and repetition.
This case was an example of “constructive surrender.” While in some instances
constructive surrender meant that Indigenous peoples were compelled to “surrender” land
that had been allocated to them, in other cases such as Pelée Island, the Indigenous
peoples were framed as being absent because of alleged extinction and their land was
finessed into the hands of non-Indigenous settlers. In this case, surrender was
constructed through dispossession by sleight-of-hand. Absence often resulted from
pragmatic choices: survival necessitated involuntary mobility. As more non-Indigenous
settlers arrived, more Indigenous peoples were displaced. As the number of settlers
increased, the options available to Indigenous peoples decreased. Since settlement
displaced game and reduced access to fishing as well as fish stocks, Indigenous peoples
could not sustain themselves if they remained. The resulting absences meant that, while
most of the Indigenous peoples were away pursuing subsistence activities and renewing
socio-political relationships, the non-Indigenous squatting settlers had time to use the
legal system to obtain title to unsurrendered land. The outcome was serious. Regarding
belonging and visibility in Canada West, Smith (2013) noted that
By 1855, the Indigenous population had become aliens in their own land. […] The
First Nations had become invisible to Londoners’ eyes, absent from their
imaginations.89
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Visibility and audibility mattered because the Indigenous peoples had to be seen and
heard to be counted and to count. As their status changed from being citizens of
independent nations, structural impoverishment increased their dependence on the colony
and many Indigenous peoples experienced increasing invisibility and inaudibility.
Concluding Thoughts About Being Dispossessed in Absentia
As noted previously, the loss of connections and relationships through
dispossession caused great harm to Anishinaabe individuals and groups. However, no
two dispossessions were exactly alike. This case was studied in order to ascertain how
and why Anishinaabe peoples were dispossessed of Pelée Island. This case differed from
some others because the Lake Erie Anishinaabeg who initially leased Pelée Island were
not permanently resident on it, instead using it seasonally for fishing and hunting. As had
been the case for the Chippewa of Lake Couchiching, attachment to an island likely did
not play a determining role in decision-making for the Lake Erie Anishinaabeg. For the
Chippewa, the limitation had been the lack of firewood. For the Lake Erie Anishinaabeg,
the constraint may have been the prevalence of deer flies, mosquitoes, and malaria that
bred on the Island’s marshlands90 or the severity of the storms on Lake Erie. Regardless,
likely the mainland was safer for most activities of living while the Island was safe for
seasonal use. The seasonality of these fishing and hunting activities was confirmed by a
gazetteer in 1813:
Landguard, or Point au Pins, is in latitude about 42 degrees 7 minutes 15 seconds
north; variation 2 degrees 48 minutes westerly. There is a pond at the back of the
point, the entrance of which has sometimes four feet and a half water on the bar;
on the bank of the pond is an old Indian village, from whence there is a good path
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to the river Thames. There is a great resort of Indians to this place in the spring,
induced by the quantity of fish and fowl that may be taken here at that season.
This point is about twenty miles or upwards east of the South Foreland [Point
Pelée], and bears the only pine timber on this coast.91

The Memorial articulated longstanding settler assumptions, for example, that,
from 1790, Pelée Island had not been Indigenous territory, and perhaps more recent
wishful thinking, that the Indigenous “owners” were extinct. The Memorial also
confirmed settler prejudices, for example, that their occupancy meant they should be
awarded title rather than be evicted as squatters. The narrative in the Memorial
progressed from using “Indianness”92 to legitimate its origins, and then gradually
changed the language in an attempt to valorize the memorialists and their claim to
ownership. In summary, the language in the Memorial was used strategically in an
attempt to finesse an “Indian lease” into fee simple ownership, that is, to holding full,
individual title to land in the British system. The attempt was successful for several
reasons. First, the McCormick’s lawyer had marshalled the half-truths and
misrepresentations of their claim into an argument that, on the surface, appeared to be
coherent. The judicial and executive officials who should have examined the argument
closely failed to do so, preferring focussing instead on distracting points of law and
policy rather than on broader issues of Indigenous rights. These findings are
corroborated in the literature. For example, Harris (2004) argued that the management of
dispossession rested with a set of disciplinary technologies that included the law.93
Harris’s (2004) work confirmed the important relationship between colonialism and law
that Merry (1995) reported.94 This concept was especially pertinent to the history of Lake
249

DIFFERING FACTORS IN DISPOSSESSIONS, 1820-1865
Erie Anishinaabeg concerning Pelée Island. Spurred in their case perhaps by Pelée
Island's proximity to military markets, the “momentum to dispossess” deriving from “the
interest of capital in profit and of settlers in forging new livelihoods”95 also was
important. Moreover, “a cultural discourse that located civilization and savagery and
identified the land uses associated with each”96 served to justify and legitimate
dispossession, and this most certainly played a role in the dispossession of the Lake Erie
Anishinaabeg. Further to Kalandides’s (2011) point concerning hierarchies of narratives,
the McCormick’s act of declaring the Lake Erie Anishinaabeg extinct97 had silenced the
Anishinaabe’s possible narratives of sovereignty and land use even as it constituted the
place98 as both empty and needing “improvement.” Since they had been rendered silent
and invisible, the Lake Erie Anishinaabeg had no voice in public discourse. Accordingly,
analyzing the situation serves, as Foucault (1966/1970/1994) attested, to “witness”99 to
the dispossession of Pelée Island from the Lake Erie Anishinaabeg. Moreover, as Arefi
(1999) intimated, telling the story of their dispossession contributes a “narrative of
loss”100 that previously had largely been missing.
This case demonstrated that, in Upper Canada and later Canada West, legal
“justice” did not equate to socio-spatial justice. Therefore, it is important to consider the
material manifestations of the British-based legal system and colonizers’ views of land
tenure because of their influence on dispossession. This case illustrates a key argument
that pressure could be exerted indirectly to acquire unceded land through the failure to
recognize or defend Anishinaabe rights to land. This case also illustrates the overarching
argument of this work that, although colonization was haphazard, erratic, and imprecise,
it also proved relentless as it moved in an inexorable cycle of dispossession and
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displacement. The McCormick family’s serial efforts to acquire “legal” title were first
affected negatively by incompetent legal representation and then affected positively by
senior members of the judiciary. The family did not cease in their efforts until the
dispossession of Pelée Island from the Lake Erie Anishinaabeg was complete. Analysis
of the unique context for, and factors in, the displacements and relocations of different
Anishinaabe groups is necessary to understand the complexities and different experiences
of dispossessions that are explored in this work. A contrasting situation to that of the
Lake Erie Anishinaabeg is analyzed in the next chapter, which presents an assessment of
the post-dispossession mobility and relocations of some “American” Anishinaabeg in
Upper Canada and later Canada West, illustrating the intermittent practice of gift
diplomacy and the use of “othering” to exert social and spatial control between 1830 and
1850.
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Chapter 6. Case Study: “Presents” for “Visiting Indians”1: The Intermittent
Practice of Gift Diplomacy and the Use of “Othering” to Exert Social and Spatial
Control over Dispossessed “American”2 Anishinaabeg in Upper Canada and
Canada West, 1830-1850, Illustrating the Themes of Autonomy and Agency in
Decision Making in the Context of Government Abdication of Responsibility, and of
Balancing Place Attachment and Pragmatism

Historically, Anishinaabe groups had travelled widely and regularly throughout
Anishinaabewaki, their territories in the Great Lakes basin, to sustain themselves
physically as well as to establish and maintain their kin, political, and economic
networks. The pressures exerted by emerging non-Indigenous nation states and their
superimposition of an international border over their lands and waters, in addition to the
diminishing land base of their friends and family now situated in British-held territory,
changed where, when, and the ease with which the Anishinaabeg were able to move
freely and voluntarily. This change meant that, despite pre-existing social and economic
connections, for most “American” Anishinaabeg, settling permanently with their relations
in British-held territory often was no longer possible.3 Frequently the lands the
“American” Anishinaabeg held jointly with the “British” Anishinaabeg through seasonal
rounds or clan or kinship alliances had been surrendered or overrun by squatters. As a
result, the “British” Anishinaabeg found themselves confined to increasingly smaller or
more remote locations on less fertile lands. In addition, they had experienced declining
game stock resulting from settler deforestation and reduced access to hunting and fishing
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through settlement and squatting. These situations contributed to the structuralization of
poverty for Anishinaabeg on both sides of the border. This and the numbers seeking to
migrate meant it was not practical for many “American” Anishinaabeg to settle
permanently with their relatives in British-controlled territory.
This chapter considers the circumstances affecting the dispossession of hope for
land and belonging of “American” Anishinaabeg, in particular the Potawatomi, who after
balancing place attachment and pragmatism chose to move to Upper Canada and later
Canada West between 1830 and 1850 after being dispossessed of their lands in the United
States. In this case, autonomy and agency were demonstrated repeatedly by the
“American” Anishinaabeg just as the colonial governments repeatedly abdicated their
responsibility to honour their invitations to migrate and subsequently to provide land and
support. This situation differs from that of other Anishinaabe groups considered in this
work because it involved multiple Anishinaabeg groups from multiple places on the
“wrong” side of the British-American border in group sizes ranging from individual
families to whole villages who ended up, willingly or not, in a multitude of places on the
“right” side of the British-American border. In their cases, the “American” Anishinaabeg
confronted a cooling political environment for Indigenous allies and relatives who
increasingly found themselves in straitened circumstances that precluded being able to
offer hospitality for an extended period of time.4 For their part, the response of their
“British” Anishinaabeg relatives to such straitened circumstances was consistent with the
Anishinaabeg’s rationale for the necessity of renewing treaties. Longstanding
recognition of the variability brought about by, for example, drought, forest fires, cyclic
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variations in animal populations, and, most recently, colonization, required making
pragmatic decisions concerning sharing resources.5
The chapter is structured as follows. First, background to the case study is
provided, which focuses on the role of presents in gift diplomacy, the multiple invitations
to move to British-controlled territory, the imposition of a border by drawing an
imaginary line across Anishinaabeg territory, the ongoing movement of Indigenous
peoples that was compelled by the Jay Treaty,6 and the push-and-pull factors influencing
decisions concerning whether to move and where and when to settle. Second, a summary
of the case addresses how labelling (“othering”) affected the post-migration mobility and
relocation of “American” Anishinaabe groups. Finally, the chapter concludes with a
discussion of the survival of “American” Anishinaabeg despite their being dispossessed
of hope for land and belonging. The background section begins by locating the
Anishinaabeg around the Great Lakes.
Traditional Indigenous Gift Diplomacy
Depending on the origin story, either following their Great Migration from the
east coast or from time immemorial, Anishinaabe territory encircled the Great Lakes.
The extent of their occupancy is shown in the following map (see Figure 6).
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Figure 6: Great Lakes Indigenous Groups and Clans, ca. 1736 7

This map also illustrates some of the Anishinaabe’s clans. These social relationships
played important roles in traditional mobility as well as in later migration decisions.
Such migration decisions were not easy for the Anishinaabeg to make. For example,
Faced with the prospect of removal by the United States government, Omaha
chief White Horse remarked,
“Now the face of all the land is changed and sad. The living creatures are gone. I
see the land desolate, and I suffer unspeakable sadness. Sometimes I wake in the
night and feel as though I should suffocate from the pressure of this awful feeling
of loneliness.”8
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Indigenous groups had occupied the entire continent of North America since time
immemorial and, while they did hold customary territories, their borders were not
established in the same way as those of nation states such as Britain and the United
States. Indigenous groups negotiated peace treaties among themselves and established
procedures for paid, safe passage across their territories. Indigenous peoples'
relationships were dynamic, not static, and so they needed continual renewal and
reaffirmation.9 Diplomatic relationships too required maintenance.10 Murray (2000)
argued that, in the traditional gift diplomacy of Indigenous groups, the exchange of
presents “proclaimed and actually demonstrated” the reciprocal relationship between the
parties.11 Thus, the role of “presents” in gift diplomacy was to maintain diplomatic
relationships.12 Miller (2002) asserted that presents renewed or confirmed treaties.13
Murray (2000) explained that
Traditionally, Aboriginal peoples in Canada did not transfer goods by conducting
their relations with other people in a static way. Relationships were continually
renewed and reaffirmed through ceremonial customs. The idea of trade terms
being ‘frozen’ through a contract, written on paper, was an alien concept.14
The French and later, after some indecision,15 the British seemed to think that “presents”
were necessary to preserve Indigenous groups as allies, a transactional idea consistent
with European concepts of commodity and exchange.16 Although British indecision was
alleviated quickly following Pontiac’s War,17 they seemed to forget very quickly
whatever they might have learned about the role of “presents” in gift diplomacy. In fact,
British amnesia concerning presents seemed to increase over time. For example, in a
Memorandum appended to a letter dated at 6, Lincoln's Inn, [London, England,] on
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March 28, 1832, to the Under-Secretary of State for War and the Colonies, Lord Howick,
Thomas Wilson of the Commissariat, summarized “the principal points I should adopt
towards the Indian service and department in Upper and Lower Canada.” Wilson
recommended
The gratuitous presents I would at once discontinue, for the custom of giving
these was commenced during the American war, and was at that time done to
encourage the Indians in our service, the necessity for which has long since
ceased; and the giving of this property now can only be attributed to the
generosity of Government, or that the matter has never before been brought
forward. The Indians during the war were considered as a militia, and many who
[sic] ranked as officers, and some who were wounded, do, and have since received
pensions.
You would thus have disposed of this service, which has so long been continued
at a very great expense, without producing any good either to the Indian or the
Government; and the necessity for an Indian Department would not any longer
exist, the officers and individuals of which might then receive gratuities or retired
allowances, according to their rank and services.
To effect this I should think it would take three or four years, and a saving would
be produced annually of from twelve to fifteen thousand pounds.18

In addition to conflating the expense of the Indian Department with the cost of
“presents,” which suggested that the Department’s function was distributing presents
rather than supporting the interests of Indigenous peoples, Wilson did not provide any
evidence to support his claims, which were erroneous on at least three counts: first, as
from an Indigenous perspective they served to maintain political and military relations,
the presents were not “gratuitous” – they were not “soothing”19 as the British perspective
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might have had it; second, after British discontinuance of the French practice had helped
to precipitate Pontiac's War in 1763, they resumed regular present distribution that
continued thereafter; and third, in practice, as a part of gift diplomacy, gift exchange
predated the European presence in North America. Presents typically included cloth,
blankets, sewing implements, and cooking pots, as well as fishing equipment.20 In 1816
(see Figure 7), in 1828,21 and in 1838,22 the presents included hunting equipment. In
1837, the specific Indigenous groups, their populations, and their places of “Residence”
in “British Territory” and “United States Territory” who were issued presents at
Manitowaning on Great Manitoulin Island is indicated in the Return for that year (see
Figure 8). In addition to Chippewa, Ottawa, and Potawatomi, the groups included
“Minomonies” [Menominee Algonquian-speaking groups] from Green Bay on Lake
Michigan.

259

DIFFERING FACTORS IN DISPOSSESSIONS, 1820-1865

Figure 7: Return of Presents dated at Kingston, June 8, 1816 23
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Figure 8: Indigenous Groups Issued Presents at Manitowaning in 1837 24
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Issuing hunting equipment decades after the end of the War of 1812 indicates British
recognition of the importance of the presents to Indigenous people to gather food, rather
than solely to defend British-controlled territory from the Americans. The clear
relationship between the presents and hunting (ball, “shott,” gunpowder, guns, rifles) and
fishing (hooks, lines, netting) indicated that, rather than being “gratuitous,” the presents
actually saved British expenditures on feeding Indigenous people long after the loss of
land might have suggested would have been necessary.
British acquiescence to the need to provide presents was not accompanied by
tolerance for the need to pay for them. Regardless, because they existed within a cultural
context these presents were not simply goods available at a price. As Miller (2002)
reported,
Marcel Mauss was the first [western scholar] to recognize that gifts often have a
social as well as an economic context—that such exchanges are used to create and
perpetuate the social and /or political ties necessary to convert the outsider from
potential enemy to friend and kin. He asserts that to fully understand all of the
nuances of such exchanges, they must be examined within their entire cultural
context and not as solely economic, social, religious, or political goods.25

Settler and Indigenous cultural contexts differed. Another western scholar clarified the
difference between “pre-market and market exchange” as follows:
Market exchange is characterized by the exchange of commodities that establishes
a relationship between the objects exchanged, whereas the gift exchange that
characterizes pre-capitalist societies establishes a relationship between the
partners engaged in the exchange. What this means is that in a commodity-
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oriented economy, the goal is to appropriate goods, while in a gift-oriented
economy the goal is to expand social relations.26

In the end, the transactional, commodity orientation of the British would prevail.
Eventually, presents would be discontinued for “resident” as well as “visiting”
Indigenous peoples. As discussed next, the international border that had arbitrarily
divided Anishinaabe peoples and facilitated their classification as “resident” and
“visiting” became increasingly divisive, at the expense of people and presents.
The Border and Invitations to Cross It
The British-American border, which was established in 1783 in the Treaty of
Paris, and confirmed in 1814 in the Treaty of Ghent, “artificially divided hundreds of
Aboriginal territories and First Nations people for over 300 years.”27 The impact of this
border was alleviated somewhat in 1794 when the Treaty of Amity, Commerce, and
Navigation Treaty was signed by Britain and the United States. Known as the Jay Treaty,
after its American negotiator John Jay, Article 3 of this this treaty explicitly confirmed
Indigenous peoples’ rights to cross the border freely.28 While this treaty confirmed free
passage, however, it did not control colonial governments’ or settlers’ attitudes.
Accordingly, the concept of “American” Indigenous peoples was a construction of people
of primarily British origin and descent. In the late 1820s, the Indigenous allies who were
centred, that is, primarily residing, on the American side of the border between Canada
and the United States, who previously had been known to the British as “western
Indians,” were re-labelled as “visiting Indians.”29 The change in terminology reflected a
change in othering that substituted “national” origin for geographic location and
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reinforced the power of the nation states that had established the border in complete
indifference to the flows afforded by Anishinaabe and other Indigenous groups' networks
and circuits.
Despite ongoing conflicts, including the American Revolution and the War of
1812, the Anishinaabeg managed to maintain their longstanding relationships among each
other, which extended through large territories bordered by the Great Lakes. In 1827,
Commissioner Lewis Cass, who negotiated multiple treaties with Anishinaabeg groups in
the United States, reported that
The Chippewas, Ottawas, and Potawatomies are more closely connected, than any
other tribes. They have one council fire, and almost an identity of interest. The
Chippewas extend from Lake Erie far to the north and west, and their different
bands have no common point of union, but manage their concerns like
independent tribes. Those in the peninsula of Michigan are associated with the
Ottawas and Potawatomies, and previously to the war of 1812, not an acre of the
country belonging to these tribes, had ever been occupied by the United States.30

Following the War of 1812, however, similar to the situation of Indigenous peoples in
Upper Canada, the status of Indigenous peoples in the United States had declined from
being important and necessary allies to becoming impediments to “progress,” that is, to
settlement and development by non-Indigenous peoples. Especially following passage on
May 28, 1830, of An Act to Provide for an Exchange of Lands With the Indians Residing
in any of the States or Territories, and for Their Removal West of the River Mississippi,
which is commonly known as the Indian Removal Act,31 many land cession treaties were
taken in the United States.32 Signing these treaties removed the Indigenous people’s

264

DIFFERING FACTORS IN DISPOSSESSIONS, 1820-1865
option of remaining where they were. Accordingly, after ceding their lands, many
Indigenous peoples had to decide where to relocate,33 for example, west of the
Mississippi or northeast to Upper Canada.
Both these early migrants and the later migrants likely thought they would be
welcomed when they arrived in Upper Canada.34 On a number of occasions, formal
invitations had been extended from colonial officials for “American” Indigenous peoples
to move to the Province of Quebec, Upper Canada, and later Canada West. First, in
1784, partly in response to Haudenosaunee demands following the American Revolution,
the Governor of Canada, Frederick Haldimand, offered refuge in British North America
to all Indigenous groups that had been loyal to the Crown. Prompted perhaps because of
the Haudenosaunee’s uncomfortably close proximity to the thirteen colonies, the main
response to this offer came from the Haudenosaunee of present-day New York state35
and subsequently also from the Delaware (Lenape) of, most recently, present-day Ohio.36
Second, in 1795, Lieutenant-Governor John Graves Simcoe again invited
“American” Indigenous peoples to move to Canada. Simcoe’s offer was motivated more
by fear rather than by gratitude, however, as having more Indigenous peoples who were
loyal to the Crown could help defend British interests from possible American attacks.37
Similar to the situation a decade before, the response from the Indigenous peoples in the
United States was less than had been expected.38 However, as time passed and settlement
and removal pressed, Indigenous interest grew. On July 3, 1795, in a draft report
concerning the Indian Department stores at Niagara, Col. Alexander McKee advised Lord
Dorchester that the “Western Indians” were waiting to hear from him [Dorchester] before
deciding to emigrate, a decision they had been considering for some time.39 In October
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of 1795, the Government of Canada understood that two to three thousand Ottawa of the
Maumee, Swan Creek, and River Raisin were interested in settling on or near Walpole
Island. Several Ottawa chiefs were taken to Walpole Island to assess its potential for
themselves.40
Third, on August 4, 1837, another invitation to move to Upper Canada was
extended to 3,700 Ottawa, Chippewa, Pottawatomi, Winnebago, and Menominee on
behalf of the colonial government by the Chief Superintendent of Indian Affairs, Samuel
Peters Jarvis.41 This time the offer was accompanied with a specific destination and a
threat. Speaking on behalf of the Lieutenant Governor, Sir Francis Head, who, after
setting out for the Island, had returned to Toronto on learning of King William IV’s
death, Jarvis told his audience that
your Great Father is willing that his Red Children should all become permanent
Settlers on this Island […] You must therefore come and live under the protection
of your Great Father, or lose the advantage which you have So Long Enjoyed, of
annually receiving valuable presents from him.42

Fourth, subsequent to the earlier invitations, Indian Department officers were
instructed to induce as many “American” Indigenous peoples as possible to emigrate.43
In 1839 and 1841, the Canadian government again issued notices that “presents to
visiting Indians would be discontinued and that the loyal Indian allies of Britain should
come to Canada to live.”44 The British likely were not motivated by gratitude for
repeated demonstrations of loyalty. The British wanted their loyal allies to live and be
available to demonstrate their loyalty by taking up arms on the side of the British on the
British side of the border in the event of war.45 In a letter dated June 6, 1844, from the
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local Assistant Superintendent of Indian Affairs, John W. Keating, to the Governor
General’s Civil Secretary and Superintendent General of Indian Affairs, James Macaulay
Higginson, Keating explained that the increase in his numerical return (an annual
Indigenous census document completed by local Indian Department officials) had
resulted from the arrival of “American” Anishinaabeg, who “had as a body received
permission to take up their abode in the British Dominion in 1839 under the
Administration of His Excellency Sir George Arthur.”46 Keating further explained that
their arrival in Upper Canada had been delayed because of “the apathetic delay
characteristic of the Indians, and a strong reluctance to abandon the graves of their
dead.”47
This Indigenous immigration policy was “still in effect as late as 1847.”48 Despite
the policy, however, invitations ended well before 1847. Supposedly, invitations for
Indians to move to Upper Canada from the United States stopped being issued in the fall
of 1840, soon after the Queen Victoria assented to the Act of Union on July 23, 1840,
which, when it came into effect on February 10, 1841,49 would reunite Upper and Lower
Canada as Canada West and Canada East, respectively. In fact, the Indian Department
was instructed not to provide any inducements for “American” Indigenous peoples to
relocate. 50 On October 2, 1840, the Indian Department Secretary, S. B. Harrison,
forwarded a “Minute” from the Lieutenant-Governor advising the Chief Superintendent
of Indian Affairs, Samuel Peters Jarvis, that “it is by no means consistent with the good
of the country that a large body of Indian population should take up their residence within
it.”51 No explanation was offered for the sudden policy change. This pronouncement
may have signalled both the declining status of Indigenous peoples from being allies to
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being unwanted within the increasing population of people of British origin and descent
and the changing role of Indian Department staff to be agents of the “civilization” policy.
Curiously, however, and perhaps indicating a communication gap between the colonial
and Imperial governments, on March 26, 1841, on behalf of the Governor General, Chief
Secretary F. M. C. Murdoch communicated to the Chief Superintendent of Indian Affairs,
the Secretary of State’s direction
that the presents to visiting Indians should be continued to those only who
become resident within ___ Dominions within a certain period. I am therefore to
desire that at the next annual distribution you will make it known as generally as
possible that none of the visiting Indians who have heretofore received presents
will continue to receive them unless they shall within two years from the date of
such distributions become permanently resident within ___ ___ Dominions.52

This directive effectively extended the invitations by two years. On behalf of the
Government, in December of 1841, the Indian Department communicated this threat in
writing to “Canadian” chiefs, requesting them to
take an early opportunity of communicating the same as generally as possible to
the Indians under your superintendence [sic] in order that they may convey the
information to their friends within the territory of the United States.53

At the same time, Jarvis took the opportunity to remind the Chiefs that the Government
was offering them an “opportunity of establishing a claim to participate for the future in
the liberal gratuity annually dispensed among their Brethren in the Province.”54 This
“offer” overlooked both the requirement for them to move and the limited value of the
goods distributed as presents, while offering an opportunity and repeating the narrative of
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benevolence and liberal treatment of Indigenous peoples by the colonial and Imperial
governments.
The overall cooling towards “American” Indigenous peoples reflected the
changing status of Indigenous peoples in Upper Canada. Indigenous peoples’ roles as
allies declined as the importance of maintaining a peaceful relationship with the
American government increased. Once extending invitations to migrate and providing
ammunition as presents were perceived as potentially upsetting to the Americans, then
the colonial government desisted. Maintaining peace with the United States was more
important than honouring previous promises to, or relationships with, Indigenous
peoples. Despite decades of loyalty to the Crown that continued from the American
Revolution right through the War of 1812,55 “American” Indigenous peoples’ claims for
just treatment were fading as, following the War of 1812, the Upper Canadian
government showed itself to be willfully indifferent to the high price exacted from
Indigenous peoples by the American government56 and “the accelerated appropriation of
Indian land” in the United States.57
Upper Canadians’ questions at that time about who was in the right place were not
limited to Indigenous peoples. Subsequent to the early Loyalists’ arrivals, citizenship
increasingly was debated respecting the suspected republican leanings of people who had
come from the United States.58 The War of 1812-1814 had exacerbated this situation. At
the outbreak of the War of 1812, in a sermon preached before the Legislative Council and
House of Assembly, John Strachan expressed concern about the threat posed by the
dissatisfied within the colony as well as by the Americans.59 Following the War of 1812,
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Americans were forced to complete seven years’ residence and take an oath of allegiance
before they could become “naturalized” citizens and purchase land.60 Under the Alien
Act of 1814, the Upper Canadian lands of American-born residents of Upper Canada who
had returned to the United States after July 1, 1814, could be confiscated.61 The topic of
citizenship and property rights continued to be contentious, as was the legislation that
was drafted in 182662 and passed in 1827, but which had to await royal assent before
being enacted in 1828. Royal assent had been requested but had to await a decision in a
parallel case in the British Court of King’s Bench.63 The ruling influenced the treatment
of people of American origin or heritage in Upper Canada but was not the final
determination because of local political unrest. The British Court of King's Bench found
Doe on the demise of P. Thomas and Frances Mary his Wife against Aklam.
Monday, May 31st, 1824. Children born in the United States of America since the
recognition of their independence, of parents born there before that time, and
continuing to reside there afterwards, are aliens, and cannot inherit land in this
country.64

For a colony in a headlong rush towards settlement and “progress,” and in which many
“early” and “late” Loyalist immigrants had been born in the United States, this ruling was
problematic. It also fed into the suspicions of people who believed, with some
justification,65 that the ruling elite (“Compact Tories”66) were monopolizing land
acquisition in the colony. The Albion, an American weekly publication from New York
City, reported that:
The Naturalization Bill Which the Legislature of Upper Canada lately passed
[1827], has excited, it appears, much dissatisfaction among many of the
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inhabitants of that Province, whose benefit the Bill professedly and principally
consults. Of those inhabitants, a considerable number are emigrants from the
United States, some of whom opposed his Majesty's arms in the war of the
revolution; some who, although they took no part in that war, decided, openly or
tacitly, to become citizens of the new Sovereignty by remaining in the United
States after the Act of Separation in 1783, and others who were born in the United
States subsequent to that Act, of parents who opposed the Arms of his Majesty, or
who made their Election in the manner above stated. In the case of Thomas vs.
Aclam [sic] lately decided in the [British] Court of King's [B]ench, a principle is
recognized which declares those inhabitants of the United Empire who are so
circumstanced, to be aliens & consequently subject to all the disabilities of Aliens.
In order to redress the evils to which this principle subjects such of the inhabitants
of Upper Canada as are so situated, the Naturalization Bill was brought before the
Legislature of that Province and passed.67

Under The Act to Secure and Confer upon Certain Inhabitants of this Province the Civil
and Political Rights of Natural Born British Subjects of 1828 (the “Naturalization Bill”),
men who had been living in Upper Canada for seven years but who had been born
elsewhere (“aliens”), were required to swear an oath of allegiance before the County
Registrar in order to become “naturalized,” that is, British subjects.68 A second
naturalization act was passed in 1841 to reflect the union of Upper and Lower Canada,
and a third naturalization act was passed in 1845 to reduce the residency requirement to
five years.69 Similarly, despite being English speaking, the southern Irish also were
suspect because of their poverty and Catholicism, as well as their longstanding
relationship with republican France.70
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Push- and Pull-Factors in Decision Making
The republican ideals of the United States did not extend to their treatment of
Indigenous people. Nor was the well-being of Indigenous peoples among the primary
concerns of the American government. Instead, the American government wanted the
Indigenous people to be out of the way of settlers at a great distance from settlers. The
United States wanted the Indigenous people from the Northwest to move further west and
in so doing to settle on other Indigenous people’s land. It would have served American
interests well if the dispossessed Indigenous people were kept busy defending themselves
against the Indigenous people on whose land they would be aggressors and interlopers.
Almost certainly, the United States would have preferred this to having a multitude of
resentful warriors relocate along their northern border. The Indigenous people of the
American Northwest were well aware of the risks attached to their migration decision.
The American government’s preference did not rank highly among the push and pull
factors involved in their decision-making. Some factors pushed Indigenous people to
leave the United States while other factors pulled them toward British-controlled
territory. Thus, the primary reasons to migrate included the increasingly disruptive
policies of the Americans, the apparently welcoming policy of Upper Canada as
evidenced by multiple invitations to relocate, and the longstanding connections among
the Anishinaabeg nations, in particular the Ottawa, Chippewa, and Potawatomi.
Indigenous people’s other reasons for moving to Upper Canada included loyalty to the
Crown, avoiding conflict and warfare, and avoiding the repercussions of the War of
1812,71 which included a desire for retaliation against the Indigenous peoples for
supporting the British side during the conflict.72
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One factor in groups' decision making was increasing monitoring and control of
the British-American border,73 which increasingly interfered with their customary
mobility. “Western” Indigenous peoples, including the Potawatomi, who were centred in
what had become the United States, had regularly moved across the border to receive
their presents, variously at Fort Malden (opposite Detroit), Walpole Island, Drummond
Island, St. Joseph’s Island, Great Manitoulin Island, and Penetanguishene, and to make
their annual declarations of faithfulness and fidelity. 74 In addition to receiving presents,
Bauman (1949) argued that familiarity was a reason for Anishinaabe groups to immigrate
to Canada from the United States75 Clan members may have moved to be near other
members of their clan, their fictive kin, even if resource scarcity meant they could not
settle with them permanently. The members of these groups had maintained their
relationships during their annual visits to receive their “presents.”
Perhaps the most important push factor was the unrelenting pressure on
“American” Indigenous peoples to surrender their lands. Following passage of the
Removals Act of 1830, the American Government demanded that all of the Indigenous
peoples remaining in the eastern United States move west of the Mississippi River.76 By
1830, the Erie Canal had opened and was delivering more settlers westward in the United
States, which increased the pressure on the Anishinaabeg and other Indigenous groups.77
One reason reported for some Indigenous groups' resistance to being moved further west
in the United States was fear of the Indigenous peoples whose lands they would be
taking,78 which may have made the prospect of moving to Upper Canada seem more
appealing.79 Suspicions that one relocation would lead to another also made Indigenous
peoples resistant. For example, in 1835, the Potawatomi expressed their concern that the
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land to which they were to be relocated in Iowa and Missouri might in turn be taken
away.80 In 1846, the Potawatomi’s fears were confirmed when they were relocated again,
this time to Kansas.81 Another reason to resist moving was in reaction to the news
brought back by disillusioned Indigenous peoples returning from relocation sites who had
found that the land reserved for them west of the Mississippi River often did not match
the land that had been promised.82 For example,
The land reserved by treaty for the Potawatomi west of the Mississippi River was
not the land of abundance OIA [United States Office of Indian Affairs] officials
and missionaries promised. Adding to the already daunting challenges of starting
over in a new place, the Potawatomi also found that the climate, wildlife, soil
conditions and other elements that influenced their daily lives were different from
those of the Great Lakes. Wild rice, a key food staple, did not grow on the central
plains and, besides deer, most of the large game they hunted in the winter did not
migrate that far south. They were neither free from the constant presence of
American settlers, traders and whiskey peddlers, nor allowed to live life
unrestricted by the oversight and limitations of the OIA.83

Another push factor was the work of Billy Caldwell and other “Medal Chiefs”
(government-appointed “chiefs”) in persuading the United States Government to stop
paying treaty-based annuities to Potawatomi who persisted in staying in Michigan and the
American government’s subsequent decision to restrict annuity payments to Potawatomi
living west of the Mississippi River,84 despite the fact that those annuities were
contractual requirements of previous surrenders. While proximity to other Anishinaabe
groups would be a benefit of migrating, it would come at the cost of leaving the Great
Lakes region and of not receiving any annuities and land west of the Mississippi River
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that might be on offer in the United States.85 For all of these reasons, United States
policies increasingly affected Upper Canada although many Anishinaabe groups
continued to live and move throughout their traditional areas despite the BritishAmerican border. While the establishment of the border did have some impact on the
Anishinaabe groups of the Great Lakes basin, their movement was not impeded
completely, likely because of recognition of the importance of their mobility to
commerce, especially the fur trade. As noted earlier, the impact of this border’s
imposition was alleviated somewhat in 1794 through Article 3 of the Jay Treaty, which
explicitly confirmed Indigenous people’s rights to cross the border freely,86 unimpeded
and without requiring visas.
The British-American Border Was an Imaginary Line with Real Effects
The British-American border was an imaginary line imposed by colonial powers
who were indifferent to Indigenous people’s usual mobility and networks. Although the
border theoretically was irrelevant to the Anishinaabeg, over time it had an increasing
impact.
The political aftermath of the war of the 1812 and the Treaty of Ghent, was the
territorial upheaval of those native groups whose lands were now arbitrarily
divided by two governments. Some native groups found their spring and summer
residences to be under British control, and their hunting or wintering areas under
American control.87

Regardless, until the 1830s, the Anishinaabeg living in the United States who considered
themselves to be either “British” or as the true sovereigns of the land, travelled to
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Canada, even when their spring and summer lands there were increasingly taken up by
settlers and squatters, to participate as “visiting Indians” in the “present” distribution.88
A series of treaties with the United States Government directed the population flow to the
west and north. In particular, the Treaty of Greenville in 1795,89 the Treaty of Detroit in
1807,90 and the Saginaw Treaty in 1819,91 resulted in extensive displacement of
Anishinaabe groups and significant emigration to Upper Canada.92 For example, the
Treaty of Greenville was signed between the United States and the Wyandots, Delawares,
Shawanees [sic], Ottawas, Chippewas, Pattawatimas [sic], Miamis, Eel Rivers, Weas,
Kickapoos, Piankeshaws, and Kaskaskias.93 Subsequent to these treaties, many
Indigenous migrants travelled north along the western side of Lake Michigan to the strait
of Mackinac to Drummond Island, east along Lake Huron, and then south into the area
around Georgian Bay.94
To a lesser degree, another push factor was the threatened discontinuance of
present distribution to “American” Indigenous peoples. In his November 20, 1836,
Despatch to the Colonial Secretary, Lord Glenelg, the Lieutenant-Governor of Upper
Canada, Sir Francis Head, suggested discontinuing the distribution of presents to
“American” Indigenous peoples in three years, claiming without explanation that,
I do not think the Indians of the United States could or would complain of the
above Arrangement; and I feel certain, that though a few would at first probably
immigrate to Canada, they would not long remain there.95

Despite Head's (1836) assertion that, “as far as [he] could learn and, have since
learned, [his hinting at the discontinuation of the practice of issuing presents to “visiting
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Indians” during the summer of 1836] was received without Disapprobation,”96 Indian
Department officials reported that some of the Indigenous peoples in the United States
felt “unsettled” on hearing this news and were making plans to move to Upper Canada.97
In summary, both push and pull factors existed, which made the decision to emigrate
difficult. Since the push factors had forced migration on some Indigenous groups, it is
not surprising that not everyone who arrived in Canada stayed. For example, after being
cajoled to return from Canada by interpreters sent by the United States Government about
1830, some of the Delaware who had relocated to Canada eventually asked to join the
Ohio Delaware who were emigrating west in the United States.98 Except for several
hundred Oneida, most northward migration of “American” Indigenous peoples ended
when the United States removal policy ended in the mid-1850s.99 This situation
suggested that avoiding the “removals” was the strongest factor in many Indigenous
people’s decision to move to Upper Canada/Canada West.
In the south of the colony, migration was more evident, perhaps because of the
ease of crossing, as well as the denser settlement and the prevailing sensitivity towards
Americans ensuring increased surveillance. In the spring of 1839, the Assistant Indian
Superintendent at Sarnia tried to persuade Indigenous people arriving from the U. S. to
move to Great Manitoulin Island.100 Since the Potawatomi who arrived at Sarnia had
travelled by horse rather than by canoe, they declined, apparently explaining that they
could not reach Great Manitoulin Island by water,101 especially since, after years of riding
horses, they did not feel inclined to canoe across large bodies of open water to do so. By
the mid-eighteenth-century, many of the more southerly Potawatomi who lived in
present-day southern Wisconsin, Illinois, and Indiana, had traded their canoes for
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horses.102 This adaptation “extend[ed] the range of their hunting, trapping, trading,
diplomacy, and military activities,” and also lessened their dependence on fishing for
their food supply somewhat.103 Moreover,
Well before 1800, many Potawatomi were substituting horse transportation for
canoes, particularly in the southern reaches of the estate, and canoes were
increasingly used for local transportation, for fishing and hunting near the village,
rather than for long-distance travel.104

Like their decision to move to Upper Canada, these Potawatomi demonstrated
autonomy and agency in deciding not to settle where the colonial officials directed them
to settle. The most common crossing of the St. Clair River from the United States led to
Port Sarnia, from which multiple destinations could be reached, including Walpole Island
and the Upper St. Clair reserve. This route had been used for some years. In 1837,
Potawatomi second Chief David Kowgomoo stated
That in the year of 1837 he [Chief Mix-sa-be] and said Band [of Potawatomi]
numbering about nine hundred and ninety seven, returned to Canada [from
Michigan] to avoid being forced to remove beyond the Mississippi, and by
permission of the Chippeways they settled on Walpole Island, where they have
since resided [at the time of writing, up to 1867].105

In July 1837, 300 Potawatomi crossed the St. Clair River to reach Port Sarnia and from
there to arrive at the Upper St. Clair reserve.106 These numbers could not be absorbed
easily by the resident Chippewa.107 When the local Superintendent for Port Sarnia and
the Upper St. Clair reserve, William Jones, wrote to his superior to request instructions
concerning the treatment of the 300 Potawatomi, he suggested settling the incoming
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groups on Walpole Island.108 This suggestion prompted the colonial officials’ subsequent
use of Walpole Island rather than other Indigenous reserves for some immigrant groups
from the United States.109 Some American Potawatomi emigrated from the ChicagoMilwaukee area in what are now Illinois and Wisconsin, respectively, to Stony Point and
Walpole Island.110 In the summer of 1840, 267 Potawatomi were enumerated at Walpole
Island.111 In the fall of 1840, the local Superintendent for the Lower St. Clair reserve,
John W. Keating, reported that more than 2,000 Potawatomi and some Ojibwa had
migrated through his jurisdiction and that about 800 more were attempting to emigrate
from the United States.112 In 1842, 319 Chippewa and 507 Pottawatomi, Ottawa, and
“American” Indigenous people were issued “presents” at Walpole Island.113 Interest in
emigrating continued. The acting Indian Superintendent, John W. Keating, confirmed
that, in the decade subsequent to the removals actions, the “American” Ottawa had made
multiple applications for what he termed “asylum” in Canada.114 Many of these
applications were successful, however, success was not guaranteed. Even for those
whose applications were successful and whose arrival was known to colonial authorities,
stability and well-being were not assured.
In the autumn of 1839, some “American” Potawatomi who had entered at Sarnia
made their own arrangements about where to settle. Like their decision to move to Upper
Canada, these Potawatomi demonstrated autonomy and agency in deciding where to
settle, this time through discussions in Council with the Walpole Anishinaabeg who
granted them land on the Chenail Ecarté.115 This arrangement seemed satisfactory to
everyone concerned and so the re-emplacement of these Michigan Potawatomi became
permanent. Unfortunately, this situation was not to be repeated for many other groups.
279

DIFFERING FACTORS IN DISPOSSESSIONS, 1820-1865
The Potawatomi emigrated in larger numbers and from more southerly locations, which
likely meant that their acquaintances with “British” Indigenous groups were less recent
than were those of the Ottawa. Clifton (1975) stated that these Potawatomi were called
“wandering Indians” since land had not been reserved for them in Canada.116 Since the
colonial authorities had relabelled the immigrant Indigenous people, the colonial
authorities must have known about their placelessness. This is a clear example of a gap
in colonial governance in that the bureaucratic action of relabelling was not followed by
material support such as land or funding.
The numbers of “American” Indigenous peoples who actually arrived in Canada
varied widely over time. For example, in 1836,
only thirty Indians came to the River St. Clair and Walpole Island to obtain land
and settle; in 1837 about three hundred Indians and their chiefs came from the
United States with the view of settling; and, from 1839 to 1840 even larger
numbers arrived. “For many years after this Indians continued to come over in
small parties, and settled on the River St. Clair or on Walpole Island.”117

Clifton (1975) calculated that approximately one-third of the population of “American”
Potawatomi, about 3,000 people,118 immigrated to Canada between 1830 and 1850.119 In
total, it has been estimated that,
During the 1830s and 1840s, some 5000 to 9000 ‘visiting Indians’ eventually
moved from American to Canadian territory. Most were Ojibwa, Ottawa, and
Pottawatomi, but there were also smaller numbers of Shawnee, Winnebago, Sauk,
and Menominee.120
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Although successive governments had extended invitations, the number of Indigenous
immigrants seemed to come as a surprise to the colonial authorities. Their response is
even more curious in view of the increase in the non-Indigenous population of the
province from 158,000 in 1825 to 952,000 in 1852.121 Despite the comparatively small
total number of Indigenous peoples in the province, this “surprise” was not welcomed by
the authorities. It is likely that the invitations to move to Upper Canada were not
disseminated broadly to the wider settler population. Many settlers appeared to feel fully
entitled simultaneously to settle and to be resentful of Indigenous peoples, even (or
especially) of those Indigenous peoples whose land they were occupying. For example,
in his Memories of a Pioneer, Rev. Thomas Williams reported the tone of a Methodist
church service held for non-Indigenous settlers at the Narrows about 1832.122 Williams
noted that
I think I may venture to say that the prevailing disposition was not religious and
not in sympathy with missions and Indians. A strong and undisguised feeling
among them was a desire to have the Indians “out of that.”123

It is unlikely that the non-Indigenous settlers would have welcomed Indigenous people
from the United States warmly. Depending on the resources at their disposal, the
Indigenous welcome would have been a warmer albeit, out of necessity, often a
temporary one. As Borrows (1994a) reported,
Since ecology and scarcity could combine to change land and resource use, it was
important to continually meet to determine where and when sharing and exclusion
should occur. Thus, renewal and reinterpretation was practised to bring past
agreements into harmony with changing circumstances.124
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Anishinaabe legal historian Ma’iingan (Mills) (2010) confirmed that a balanced approach
had to be taken to resource management and care giving in order to maintain stability,
which was necessary for long-term survival. Under Nindinawemaaganagtok,
Anishinaabe thought in law,
the necessity threshold for natural resource extraction is understood in reference
to a degree of material stability commensurate with security and good health, not
the bare minimum of material goods needed for survival. In the latter situation,
stability itself is uncertain, and so long as this is the case, Anishinaabe may be
unable to meet the high bar of his legal obligation to care and provide for
others.125

The arrival of “American” Indigenous peoples necessitated taking a balanced perspective.
At Walpole Island, for example, the Anishinaabe population of 319 received more than
800 “American” Ojibwa, Potawatomi, and Ottawa refugees, some of whom stayed while
most moved north.126
By 1845, a large number of Potawatomi who had migrated into Upper Canada
from the United States were directed either to relocate to Manitoulin Island or to risk
losing “any further assistance from the Government.”127 The meaning of “any further
assistance from the Government” is not clear since, other than some food, no assistance
seems to have been proffered in the first instance.128 Moreover, neither treaties nor funds
were offered to them. Without reserved land or shelter, many of the “American”
Potawatomi had little option but to “wander.” The label “wandering” was applied almost
as an accusation and yet the government’s failure to assign them land had forced the
groups’ involuntary mobility. Increasing settlement pressure had led to fewer options for
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Indigenous peoples to centre themselves and re-establish their traditional ways. Some of
the Potawatomi who had nowhere else to go after arriving in Upper Canada and Canada
West, sought “remote places, both on the islands, and outside the region, for subsistence
and protection.”129 In particular, for those Potawatomi for whom Manitoulin Island was
too far north, too cold, or too inhospitable to horses, this situation led them to travel until
they settled, some near the mouth of the Saugeen River on Lake Huron130 and more on
the rocky shores of, and islands in, Georgian Bay, for example, at Moose Deer Point.131
Refuge at these places could continue for several decades because no one else wanted to
live there on a permanent basis. For example, as Imperial travelers of the time observed,
the Anishinaabeg’s traditional rituals included “the propitiation of manitou – leaving
offerings at dangerous points, such as Shawanaga Bay and Moose Deer Point.”132
Moreover, at least until late in the nineteenth century, the shoreline of Georgian Bay was
considered unsuitable and undesirable for non-Indigenous settlers.133 Although the artist
did not indicate which Anishinaabe group was represented in the artwork (and the
numerous canoes may suggest it was not a Potawatomi group), the rocky nature of the
shoreline and islands is evident in the following painting by Paul Kane (see Figure 9).
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Figure 9: “Indian Encampment Amongst the Islands of Lake Huron,” ca. 1845 134

Because of their greater numbers and wide dispersal following arrival, the movement of
some of the “American” Potawatomi will be considered next.
Post-Arrival Movement Necessitated for Some “American” Potawatomi
All of the “American” Potawatomi who came to Moose Deer Point did not remain
there. For example, in 1847, for some of the Potawatomi who came directly from the
United States, Moose Deer Point was a stopping point rather than a destination.135 While
the Potawatomi had continued travelling throughout Anishinaabewaki, Anishinaabe
territory, during the preceding centuries, they had become accustomed to the more
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southerly areas of the Great Lakes basin. Indeed, after capturing horses from settlers,
many of the southerly Potawatomi had traded their canoes in preference for horses.
Given an environment in which the colonial authorities normalized, even valorized, their
behaviours, despite the paucity of detailed records, researchers must maintain an
awareness of the people behind the labels. Precise documentation concerning the
“American” Anishinaabeg is scant, likely at last in part because of the colonial
government’s abdication of responsibility to provide support for the invited Indigenous
people following their arrival. For example, after their arrival from the United States, as
they travelled throughout Upper Canada, some of the Moose Deer Point Potawatomi may
have lived at various times with Chippewa Chief John Aisance's group at the north end of
the Coldwater-Narrows Reserve, and with the groups at Parry Island, Beausoleil Island,
and Christian Island.136 Potawatomi Chief Ogemawahj [Ogemahwahjwon] and his
group, who migrated to Canada from the United States in the mid-1830s,137 may have
been the Potawatomi who were living on Christian Island in 1845,138 prior to the arrival
of the Chippewa group from Beausoleil Island in 1856. Like most immigrant
Anishinaabe groups, the Moose Deer Point Potawatomi group was not a “treaty band.”139
Moreover, despite settling in close proximity to Lake Huron, the Moose Deer Point
Potawatomi were not included in the Robinson Huron Treaty of 1850 and did not derive
any benefit from it.140 Upper Canadian neglect was not new, and neither was the
“American” Indigenous immigrants’ survival in spite of it.
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Islands Could Afford Meaningful Refuge
Colonial leadership could change and their invitations could be downplayed or
withdrawn, however, some geographies could offer more lasting refuge. While nonIndigenous peoples have attempted to use islands such as Great Manitoulin Island for
sovereign purposes of control and exclusion,141 such purposes contrast dramatically with
the emotional and cultural meaning of islands and watersheds that were (and continue to
be) particularly meaningful for Indigenous peoples. In particular, despite the challenges
that island living could pose, for example, confinement and ghettoization, islands offered
a buffer from unreliable leadership and encroaching settlers and a safer place for
Indigenous peoples to follow their traditional ways. In addition to the isolated rocky
outcrop of Moose Deer Point, a virtual island, another example of a remote destination
for placeless Potawatomi was Parry Island, which is located in Parry Sound in Georgian
Bay. When the Potawatomi arrived, Parry Island already was inhabited by some Ojibwa
and, perhaps, by some Shawnee as well.142 Parry Island “seemed to be a refuge […] for
displaced Potawatomi who could not obtain acceptance on Ojibwa reserves.”143 Nonacceptance of the Potawatomi on Ojibwa reserves may have occurred, for example, for
cultural and economic reasons.144 Even initial acceptance on reserves, however, could be
strained over time by cultural differences, such as age at marriage, that could cause
friction between groups. For example, in
Some immigrant groups, like the Potowatomi [sic], the males married much
earlier than the Georgian Bay Ojibwa. Potowatomi males married at the age of 18
or 19 years old. This may have contributed to friction with Ojibwa males over
females.145
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Another source of friction could arise when Indigenous peoples who had
converted to Christianity and, perhaps, adopted aspects of what British Canadians
claimed were “civilized” ways, in turn encouraged other Indigenous peoples to convert as
well. For example, in 1877, after a residency of at least twenty years, some of the
Potawatomi from Christian Island moved to Parry Island. The Potawatomi left because
of cultural differences between them and the mostly Roman Catholic Chippewa who
wanted the Potawatomi to convert to Christianity and to abstain from alcohol.146
(Subsequently, other Potawatomi moved to Christian Island but the colonial records do
not indicate where they had lived before moving.147) Perhaps in an effort to avoid further
conflict, when many of the Potawatomi from Christian Island moved to Parry Island, the
Potawatomi established themselves in a location separate from that of the Chippewa who
were already resident there.148 For the same reason, most Potawatomi chose not to move
to Great Manitoulin Island.149 Although Sir Francis Head claimed to have negotiated
access for “all Indians whom he shall allow to reside” on Great Manitoulin Island and the
neighbouring islands in 1836,150 the Potawatomi were not attracted by that destination.
Apparently, they were not deterred by the climate or the location, but rather by the
memories the situation evoked and the potential it held:
as the American Potawatomi began moving into Upper Canada in large numbers
after 1836, they were faced with the same choice they had sought to avoid in the
four-state area around Lake Michigan. Once again they were confronted with a
policy of forced removal, segregation, and concentration on a large, multi-tribal
reserve.151
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In addition to conflict avoidance, “American” Anishinaabeg immigrants may have
preferred to avoid other groups’ power and medicine.152 Although all of the
Anishinaabeg shared a common heritage in the Midewiwin and other medicine societies,
it is likely that variations in practice had developed over the centuries as the Anishinaabe
groups centred themselves in different areas of Anishinaabewaki.
On multiple occasions, the British had acquired land on which “American”
Indigenous peoples could have settled. These lands had been acquired through surrender
(1836, Great Manitoulin Island and Saugeen Peninsula), or co-option (Walpole Island), or
reservation (the Lower Reserve). Once acquired, however, these lands were not protected
either from squatters (Walpole Island and the Lower Reserve) or from subsequent
governments’ actions (1854, Saugeen Peninsula, and 1862, Great Manitoulin Island). As
is explored at length in the final case study in this dissertation, reserved and unceded
land, such as Walpole Island, was rarely protected from squatters. The Huron Tract is
another example of this negative/indirect pressure.153 On July 10, 1827, nine years after
negotiations had begun, the final Huron Tract Treaty, Treaty No. 29, was signed.154 In
this treaty, the Chippewa of Chenail Ecarté (Walpole Island), River St. Clair (Sarnia), and
River Aux Sauble (Kettle and Stony Points on Lake Huron) ceded a further two million
acres of land to the Crown.155 In addition to an annual annuity for a maximum of 440
people, the Huron Tract Treaty set aside four reserves, of which two were along the St.
Clair River, the Upper Reserve containing 2,650 acres, and the Lower Reserve containing
2,446 acres.156 The Lower Reserve was supposed to be dedicated to the use of all
Indigenous peoples, including any “American” Indigenous peoples who preferred to live
under British rule.157 In practice, however, this did not happen. After being overrun with
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squatters, and nearly four years after their initial request, on July 20, 1843, the local
Anishinaabeg groups met in Council and unanimously agreed to request that the Lower
Reserve be sold.158 The preceding acquisitions may have been ruses to acquire the land,
or they have been yet more false promises. Even if the invitations had been extended
sincerely initially, they were not accompanied by any sense of responsibility or
accountability. Somehow, if they had ever made it, the British did not sustain the
connection between extending the invitations to immigrate and reserving land on which
to re-emplace the “American” Indigenous peoples who accepted the invitations. These
surrenders severely reduced the number of substantial options available to “American”
Indigenous peoples once they arrived.
Subsequent governments’ actions over the next decades further reduced the
number of substantial options available to “American” Indigenous peoples once they
arrived. Notably, much of the Saugeen Peninsula was acquired in 1854159 and four-fifths
of Great Manitoulin Island was acquired in 1862 for non-Indigenous settlement,160. As
decades of British control passed, the Anishinaabeg had observed broken treaty promises
and failure to defend their interests. Often, the Indigenous groups would no sooner cede
their land and retreat to the confines of reserved land than they were pressed to surrender
that land as well. The success of Indigenous peoples seemed to make land more
attractive to settlers. Thus, in 1854, and 1862, the areas that would have afforded
substantial amounts of land for “American” and other Indigenous peoples were acquired
to sell to settlers. As a result, the Anishinaabeg became increasingly suspicious of
censuses, surveys, and direct pressure to acquire more of their land.
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Other than the temporary reservations of Great Manitoulin Island and part of the
Saugeen (Bruce) Peninsula for Indigenous use, between 1836 and 1843, no formal land
base was established expressly for any of the Indigenous allies who had immigrated from
the United States.161 As the “American” Potawatomi did not have a treaty with the
British Crown, on their arrival in Upper Canada, they were neither allocated reserve
land162 nor were they issued annuities.163 Accordingly, for most immigrant Indigenous
peoples, their choices were either to seek to be invited to share existing reserves or to find
spaces not yet wanted by settlers, such as along the eastern shoreline of Georgian Bay.
As a result, it became necessary for the Potawatomi to adapt, for example, by joining
established Anishinaabe groups with treaties and reserved land164 or to move to remote
locations. In the absence of government support and perhaps also by choice, many
newcomers continued for years to try to maintain their traditional ways165 and their
independence. Regardless of where and when they settled, although they frequently were
able to maintain autonomy in decision making, these groups usually had no reliable
means of self-sufficiency. As Clifton (1975) observed about the Potawatomi arriving in
Upper Canada, “the welcome offered differed greatly from the reception received.”166
Concluding Thoughts About Being Dispossessed of Hope and Belonging as Well as
Land
This case is an example of constructive surrender wherein the Indigenous peoples
in the northwest of the United States were faced with no good options in exchange for
giving up their lands. Regardless of its huge social costs to the Indigenous people
involved, as this ignorance did not incur any financial cost, the Imperial government
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seemed to be comfortable ignoring them as well. Since the British repeatedly found it
convenient to ignore their earlier promises to Indigenous allies, all “American”
Indigenous peoples were effectively “non-treaty” Indigenous peoples. The “American”
Indigenous groups who had chosen to accept one of the repeated invitations for them to
relocate from the United States to Canada had encountered a variety of displacement
experiences and employed a variety of survival strategies after they arrived. For the
“American” Indigenous groups, dispossession had involved hope for land and belonging
in Upper Canada as well as loss of land in the United States.
For the “American” Anishinaabeg, mobility was how place was experienced, and
yet paradoxically being mobile on the land facilitated loss of place, and eventually, loss
of hope of belonging to any one place. Their situation confirmed Hague and Armstrong’s
(2010) point that the meaning of any given instance of mobility is constituted from
context, agency, experience, and sociopolitical practices.167 Since the “American”
Anishinaabeg were neither welcomed nor respected when they arrived, they had no voice
in the public discourse. The analysis presented in this chapter contributes what Arefi
(1999) termed a “narrative of loss”168 that had previously been absent. Since, following
their arrival, the “American” Anishinaabeg were simultaneously present physically but
largely omitted from the colonial records, it is constructive to present an interpretation of
their history. As Foucault (1966/1970/1994) confirmed, such representation can serve to
witness169 historical events despite the incompleteness of the documentary record.
Recognition of the “American” Anishinaabeg came almost exclusively in the form of
being “othered”170 as they were labelled differently at different times at the convenience
of different colonial governments. This “othering” provided one of the rationales that
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legitimized and justified acquiring Anishinaabe land and displacing the sovereign
Anishinaabe peoples who occupied it with British settlers and settlers of British descent
and loyalty.
The “American” Indigenous groups’ involuntary mobility was influenced by
conflicts near and far, and by peace talks that often were conducted at great distances
away from the Great Lakes. For the “American” Anishinaabeg, this situation materially
affected both their dispossession of land in the United States and their dispossession of
hope for land and belonging in Upper Canada and later Canada West. This was a clear
abdication of responsibility by the colonial authorities. Given the local officials’
awareness of this situation, it is not clear what the colonial administrators had in mind for
the newcomers. There may have been a vague expectation that, following their
migration, the dispossessed “American” Anishinaabe peoples would simply move
somewhere far away, somewhere remote, somewhere settlers did not yet want to be. Or,
perhaps, “expectation” is overstating the situation. Despite the repeated invitations, most
of the “American” Indigenous peoples who arrived in the nineteenth century were not
welcomed and so they simply needed to go away, to move on somewhere out of sight and
mind. Regardless of how loyal or brave the “American” Indigenous peoples had been, or
how often they had demonstrated loyalty or bravery, first and foremost they were
“Indian.”
Despite their cold reception, and while they might have been disregarded by the
colonial authorities, the “American” Anishinaabe groups were neither defined by the
colonial officials nor were they deterred from finding somewhere to live. Anishinaabe
peoples who moved directly to a destination of their own choosing often were not
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detected by colonial officials for a decade or more. Mobility was essential to survival
and, for many “American” Indigenous peoples, finding somewhere safe to centre
themselves was a survival strategy. By extending the mobility necessitated by
dispossession from land in the United States into the vacuum that was their reception in
Upper Canada and, most particularly, in Canada West, they carried on in the face of
indifference or rejection from colonists and sometimes from other Indigenous peoples.
Preferably, “American” Indigenous peoples should not have been seen or heard. Like
their decision to move to Upper Canada, the “American” Indigenous people demonstrated
autonomy and agency in deciding where to migrate and, sometimes, where and when to
settle. Othering was used for social and spatial control over dispossessed “American”
Indigenous people in Upper Canada and later Canada West, when labels were applied to
reflect who had been deemed “worthy” of receiving presents or of becoming residents.
For the “American” Anishinaabeg, dispossession had involved loss of hope for
land and belonging in Upper Canada as well as loss of land in the United States. Their
hopes were not realized because of Imperial and colonial governments’ abdication of
responsibility. Despite decades of support for the British during war and other conflicts
and despite repeated invitations for Indigenous groups to leave American territory, the
colonial government abdicated its responsibility to provide support for the Indigenous
people following their arrival and the Imperial government abdicated its responsibility to
oversee the actions of the colonial government. The “American” Anishinaabeg’s
experiences support the overarching argument of this work that colonization was both
disorderly and relentless. As they were caught in the cycle of dispossession and
displacement, the “American” Anishinaabe people were forced to surrender land and then
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be rendered placeless as their invitations to migrate were not matched by an organized
welcome. Their experience was distinguished by their serial dispossession, first by the
Americans and then by the British. The experiences of the “American” Anishinaabe
peoples were not isolated events, however, but rather were part of a larger process of
dispossession. Further to this larger process, the next chapter will consider the
migrations of the Potaganasee Ojibwa of Drummond Island between 1828 and 1848,
illustrating the themes of autonomy and agency in decision-making, of balancing place
attachment and pragmatism, and of the sympathetic treatment of an Anishinaabe group
by a local colonial official.
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Chapter 7. Case Study: Actions Speaking Loudly: The Migrations of the
Potaganasee Ojibwa of Drummond Island, 1828-1848, Illustrating the Themes of
Autonomy and Agency in Decision Making, of Balancing Place Attachment and
Pragmatism, and of Sympathetic Treatment of an Anishinaabe Group by a Local
Colonial Official

Colonization has been manifested in many ways in many places. Given its broad
extent, some of the impacts of colonization on Indigenous populations have been
surprisingly uniform:
Indigenous peoples share a history of exclusion from the dominant society
decision making processes that directly affect them, including their displacement
and relocation.1

While many compelling arguments have been mounted concerning colonization, every
case of colonization differed. Some cases can hold surprises. This chapter presents an
argument that autonomy and agency was a key theme in the dispossession of at least one
of the Anishinaabe groups in present-day Ontario in the nineteenth century. With respect
to balancing place attachment and pragmatism, their strategic choices seemed to prioritize
traditional ways over place. In this chapter, the Potaganasee Ojibwa’s migration
decisions between 1828 and 1848 are assessed in terms of options and trade-offs. This
case is of interest because the Potaganasee Ojibwa exhibited autonomy in decisionmaking such that they were able to make decisions concerning their situation proactively,

295

DIFFERING FACTORS IN DISPOSSESSIONS, 1820-1865
that is, before something was done to them by the Americans, the British, or other
Indigenous groups. This assertion was made in the face of colonially-imposed limits.
The limits included the division of parts of North America between the British and the
Americans, the increasing settler population, the depletion of game, the attempts at
influence by missionaries, and the changing goals and policies of the Imperial and
colonial governments in what became Upper Canada and later Canada West. Unlike
most other Anishinaabe groups, the Potaganasee Ojibwa were able to surmount to a
certain degree some of the same governmental technologies of social and spatial control
that were exerted over dispossessed Indigenous peoples. These technologies were
applied “in the attempt to change [their] habits, customs and behaviours.”2 As used here,
the term technology means a tool, art, or craft, used to apply knowledge for a practical
purpose, such as to dispossess.3 These technologies could have been applied either by the
government or by other (converted) Anishinaabeg groups.
The Potaganasee Ojibwa’s ability to exercise autonomy in decision-making was
supported by their mobility through which they were able to prioritize traditional ways
over place. Moreover, while some “treaty Indians” received annuities from the sale of
surrendered land and had land reserved for them, most non-treaty Indigenous groups
received neither land nor annuities. In contrast, eventually, the Potaganasee Ojibwa
received both land on Great Manitoulin Island and material support to relocate there.
This situation was made possible for two important reasons. First, the Potaganasee
Ojibwa seemed to prioritize maintaining traditional ways of living over retaining
traditional lands, which likely eased making decisions respecting moving. This choice
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was likely informed by the ongoing conflict between the British and Americans and by
their knowledge of their friends and relatives now living south of the arbitrary border, an
imaginary line drawn through their territories in complete disregard of their economic
and social networks. Second, the Potaganasee had established a long-term relationship
with a colonial official, Captain Thomas G. Anderson who, by virtue of his long career
with the Indian Department, was in a position to promote their interests to his superiors.
Such promotion also served his ends as it spoke well for his continuing service in the
Indian Department to be able to point to a “successful” Indigenous group, a group that
seemed to engage willingly with being civilized. Moreover, the “civilization” policy later
pursued by the Lieutenant-Governor of Upper Canada, Major-General Sir John Colborne,
seems to have been informed at least in part by Captain Anderson's suggestions for the
Potaganasee Ojibwa of Drummond Island.
Soon after Drummond Island was ceded in 1828, and the British garrison, the
Indian Affairs agency, the voyageurs, and the Potaganasee Ojibwa migrated to the
Penetanguishene area, the Coldwater-Narrows Reserve was established pursuant to
Lieutenant-Governor Major-General Sir John Colborne's “civilization” policy. The
British seemed anxious to populate the northwestern border of their colony. Modest land
grants were made to the Drummond Island voyageurs, who most likely were people of
mixed heritage (Anishinaabeg and settler, primarily French Canadian), which was a very
unusual action.4 At the same time, the Potaganasee Ojibwa were invited and allowed to
decide to settle near the Chippewa of Lake Huron group at the north end of the reserve at
Coldwater. The Chippewa group later relocated to Beausoleil Island. The Chippewa
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were joined on Beausoleil Island by the Potaganasee Ojibwa until the Potaganasee chose
to move to Great Manitoulin Island. This case was influenced by conflicts near and far
and by conflict resolution negotiations often conducted at great distances away from the
Great Lakes. While these influences also affected the “American” Indigenous groups,
primarily Potawatomi and some Ottawa, the Potaganasee Ojibwa of Drummond Island
always were “British.”
The chapter is structured as follows. First, background to the case study is
provided, which focuses on the situation leading up to the first decision to relocate and on
the reasons influencing where and when to relocate. Second, the Potaganasee Ojibwa’s
changing relationships with colonial authorities and other Anishinaabe groups, and the
Ojibwa Potaganasee’s decisions related to relocating, are considered. Their situation of
first being welcomed and then being disillusioned, but not being reduced to placelessness,
is considered. Finally, the chapter concludes with an analysis of the case, with a focus on
the Potaganasee Ojibwa’s strategic mobility and proactive decision-making.
Background to the Potaganasee Ojibwa’s Migration
Depending on the origin story, either following their Great Migration from the
east coast or from time immemorial, the Anishinaabe territory encircled the Great Lakes.
Some of the Anishinaabe groups stayed in the area of the convergence of the upper Great
Lakes at Michilimackinac in the region around the Straits of Mackinac between Lake
Huron and Lake Michigan. The region is striking in part because of the large number of
islands. The northern Ojibwa group that centred itself on the north shore of Drummond
Island5 may have been part of a larger Ojibwa group based near Saginaw in what is now
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Michigan.6 The northern Ojibwa group from the north shore of Drummond Island at
Potaganeses was called Potaganasee or Potaganeses after the place. Lovisek (1991)
noted that “Potagansee [sic] is Ojibwa for ‘many bays’ or ‘many inlets’ which describes a
topographical feature of Drummond Island”7 and that the Potaganasee have often been
erroneously confused with the Potawatomi and the Ottawa.8
As the map illustrates, Drummond Island is located in the Michilimackinac area
(see Figure 10).

Figure 10: Michilimackinac Area

Michilimackinac was central to what Johnston (2004a) has termed the Anishinaabeg’s
“re-creation” story.9 Following contact, Michilimackinac and the surrounding area
became well known to commercial (fur trading) and military interests. The area changed
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(European) hands several times. Following the American Revolution, after some
preparation, in 1796, the British transferred the Michilimackinac region to the United
States.10 On April 21, 1796, Joseph Chew wrote from Montreal to Col. Alexander
McKee, to discuss the General Orders of March 17th and 20th, 1796, “respecting the
evacuation of the posts and removing the stores which I had that day received.”11 On
June 1, 1796, George Beckwith, Adj. General, issued a General Order to evacuate the
forts.12 Following the transfer, the British garrison relocated to nearby St. Joseph Island
and to Sault Ste. Marie.13 In 1812, however, during the War of 1812-1815,
Michilimackinac was recaptured from the Americans.14 Following the war, in 1815, the
British again transferred Michilimackinac to the United States.15 This time, the British
garrison relocated to nearby Drummond Island,16 which was considered to have the best
harbour on Lake Huron.17 Although the cession had been hinted at in 1821,18 and “[t]he
removal of the British troops to Penetanguishene [had become] the subject of official
correspondence by Lord Dalhousie as early as 1822,”19 this change did not happen until
the Boundary Commission placed Drummond Island on the American side.20
Subsequently, in November of 1828, Britain ceded Drummond Island to the United
States, after which the British Garrison at Drummond Island was relocated to
Penetanguishene.21 The Indian Department’s departure followed that of the Garrison.
Although “presents” were distributed at St. Joseph Island in the summer of 1829,22
departmental activities had commenced at Penetanguishene in 182923 and then at nearby
Coldwater in 1830.24
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Most of the French-Canadian residents (“voyageurs”) also left Drummond Island
in 1829.25 Subsequently, many of the voyageurs settled near Penetanguishene in Tiny
Township in Simcoe County26 while a few others settled in other parts of the same
county.27 Osborne (1901) described these voyageurs as being of mixed heritage
(Indigenous and settler French):
These hardy voyageurs or half-breeds are the descendants of French-Canadians
born principally in Quebec, many of whom were British soldiers, or came up with
the North-West Company, and who married Indian women, their progeny also
becoming British soldiers or attaches of the fur company in various capacities.28

For the voyageurs then, the languages spoken at Drummond Island reflected this primary
population mix (Indigenous and settler French) and so at least some of their children had
never heard English spoken until they reached Penetanguishene.29 Some wholly
Indigenous families may have accompanied the French Canadian-Indian voyageurs when
they relocated from Drummond Island to Penetanguishene ca. 1829:
I was twelve years old when we left Drummond Island. I came in a bateau with
my mother, brother, sister, and an Indian, named Gro-e-wis-Oge-nier, and his
wife.30

It is interesting that those who left Drummond Island often found it necessary only to
identify people as either French Canadian or “Indian,” rather than by their individual
totemic identity or by their Anishinaabe nation's name, for example, Ojibwa, Chippewa,
Potawatomi, or Ottawa,31 or. for Europeans, by their regional locator, such as County

301

DIFFERING FACTORS IN DISPOSSESSIONS, 1820-1865
Cork, or their Highland clan. This situation illustrated how colonialism restricted
people’s self-identification and often discouraged them from holding multiple identities.
Estimates have varied greatly, suggesting that, for example, from seventy-five32 to one
hundred33 families moved from Drummond Island to Penetanguishene, although those
figures seem overstated in comparison to the enumeration in the “official” 1832
Numerical Return.34 While some trips from Drummond Island to Penetanguishene took
two weeks, others could take a month, and some of the travellers were not people: “We
came in a large bateau with two other families and a span of horses.”35 For many, the trip
involved being towed during the day and camping at night.36
Although they were partly of French descent, the voyageurs' allegiance lay with
the British Crown:
Their fervent loyalty to the British Government is simple-hearted, genuine,
unobtrusive and practical. Some of the original voyageurs belonged to the
Voltigeurs and had seen active service [supporting the British].37

Their allegiance was rewarded. In the absence of the Chief Superintendent of Indian
Affairs, Major-General Darling,38 on February 20, 1829, Captain Thomas G. Anderson
submitted a number of queries respecting making Penetanguishene “a post for assembling
the Indians”39 to Lieutenant-Colonel D. C. Napier.40 In his letter, Anderson added
In addition to the foregoing Queries, I would beg permission to suggest the
propriety of allotting a portion of the unoccupied Lands near the Post, to the poor
Inhabitants of Drummond Island and the Sault St. Mary's [sic], who will on the
opening of the Navigation follow the Garrison to the place, when such are known
to be good subjects, might form a small settlement. They are, with few if any
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exceptions, Connected with the Indians, and have not the means of purchasing
Lands. Most of them followed us from Michilimackinac at the time it was given
up to the Americans, and, they now lose their [?] dwellings with any little
Improvements they have made, by the evacuation of Drummond Island. The
Number of Families I should suppose at present would be about 50, but many
others would, most likely, in a short time avail themselves of so good an
opportunity to settle in their [?] Native Country.41

Napier apparently requested comments concerning Captain Anderson’s queries from
Lieutenant-Colonel William McKay, who, after retaking Prairie du Chien, Wisconsin,
with Anderson and Anishinaabe and Métis warriors, from the Americans in 1814, had
served as superintendent of Indian Affairs at Drummond Island from 1820 to 1828.42
With reference to Anderson's queries, on April 4, 1829, McKay advised Napier that:
As to the granting of lands, to the Indians of Drummond Island and St. Mary's[,] I
think them entitled to a lot of Land each for they are good Subjects, having
followed our Garrison from Mackinac to Drummond Island & now to
Penetanguishene. In respect to their losses I hope Government may do something
for them.43

McKay concluded his comments by asking Napier “to enclose this [letter] with Mr.
Anderson's Queries to the Military Secretary for his Information.”44 On April 9, 1829,
the Military Secretary forwarded the correspondence to the Lieutenant-Governor of
Upper Canada, Major-General Sir John Colborne, and requested his opinion.45
Anderson's suggestion seems to have been approved. In an apparent reward for their
loyalty, the Drummond Island voyageurs were awarded land:
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In the wise provision of a paternal Government they were granted, in lieu of their
abandoned homes, liberal allotments of lands on the borders of Penetanguishene
Bay. Here they settled on twenty-acre and forty-acre lots, of which they became
the original owners and patentees from the Crown in what are known as the Town
and Ordnance Surveys.46

The land grant to the voyageurs was an example of a land grant to Métis peoples, people
of mixed Indigenous and (often French) settler heritage,47 however, recognizing Métis
rights or granting land to Métis people was very unusual. Just twenty years later, a Jesuit
missionary who observed the 1849 pre-surrender discussions between the Anishinaabeg
and the Commissioners, Deputy Provincial Surveyor Alexander Vidal and Indian Affairs
Superintendent Thomas G. Anderson, reported that “The Métis were passed by in silence,
for they have not the right to speak at such gatherings.”48 During the negotiation of the
Robinson Treaties, Anishinaabe Chiefs Shingaukouse [Shingwaukonse] and
Nebenaigoching demanded that sixty men of mixed heritage (Indigenous-settler) be given
“a free grant of 100 acres of land each.”49 The primary government negotiator, Treaty
Commissioner William Benjamin Robinson, younger brother of Chief Justice John
Beverley Robinson and husband of Elizabeth Ann Jarvis, sister of Chief Superintendent
of Indian Affairs Samuel Peters Jarvis,50 had refused,
reject[ing] the land grants as well as a treaty payment for the Métis. He informed
the chiefs that he only held authority to deal with Indian claims and thus could
make no promise of land for the Métis; however, he noted that the ‘Chiefs had
kept a large reserve & might if they pleased give them (Métis) locations.’ Some
Métis did opt for settlement on the various reserves, only to face removal from the
band lists as non-Indians or whites in subsequent years.51
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Given the scale of land that was being surrendered at the time, this request seemed very
small and hence it must have concerned the sixty men’s status as Métis. Oddly, Robinson
did not refuse to negotiate a treaty when negotiators included the influential Anishinaabe
Chief Shingaukouse [Shingwaukonse], who was also of mixed Anishinaabe-French
Canadian heritage.52
In the case of the Drummond Island voyageurs, instead of (or in addition to)
rewarding their demonstrated loyalty, the land may have been granted strategically with a
view to populating the militarily important Penetanguishene area with “loyal subjects.”
This award was consistent with earlier land policy in Upper Canada. Initially, granting
free land to UELs had served both to reward the Loyalists for their loyalty to the Crown
as well as to defend the border with the United States by populating the border with loyal
subjects who knew how to defend themselves. Eventually, the grants were also made
available to the Loyalists' sons and daughters. Meanwhile, as townships were surveyed,
Smith's 1792 “chequered” plan of survey was superimposed on the land. Like maps,
surveys were cadastral tools of empire that illustrated what Harley (1992) termed
“anticipatory geography,” reframing Indigenous lands as colonial territories.53 Through
approving Smith’s 1792 plan, one-seventh of townships was classified as clergy
reserves54 and a further one-seventh as Crown reserves.55 Crown and clergy reserves
totalled 18,171 acres (7,354 ha.) of each newly surveyed township.56 Both the Anglican
Church (the “established” Protestant church in the colony) and the colonial government
hoped to lease their respective reserves to generate revenues, but this approach was not
popular with many potential settlers when land was still available at no cost.57 As a
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result, as was noted in an earlier chapter, in order for the government to obtain funds,
eventually land was granted to the Canada Company, which would sell the land in
exchange for making an annual payment to the government. Established in 1825 in
London, England, the Canada Company was given control over approximately 2.5million acres, including most of the vast Huron Tract in southwestern Ontario,58 which
was surrendered on July 10, 1827, through Treaty No. 29.59 As a result, plenty of land
was available at that time for non-Indigenous settlers who wished to purchase it.
It is interesting to note that, although Osborne (1901) described the allocations to
the Drummond Island voyageurs as “liberal,” in fact the lots were much smaller than
those that had been granted to the UELs. In some cases, the lots were one-tenth the size
of the common 200-acre allocations, which had been considerably toned down from the
exuberance of the initial UEL allocations:
Letter dated Gloucester Place, July 27th, 1797: B. Aronald to John King Esq. &c.
&c. States that every one [sic] in the American War surviving are entitled to from
500, to 1200 Acres each in any part of Upper Canada and that Upper Canada has
been divided and Surveyed into 140 Townships from 10 to 12 Miles Square, 2/7th
of each has been reserved for the Glebe and other uses, which left about 50,000
Acres to a Township, divided into lots of 200 Acres each, Officers and others can
settle where they desire, The Military grants covered Unceded as well as other
Lands.60

The list of “other uses” did not include “Indian Reserves.” Furthermore, less than thirtyfive years after the Royal Proclamation of 1763, the Government was granting military
personnel carte blanche access to lands, regardless of whether or not those lands had
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been ceded. Alternatively, the smaller size of the lots may have reflected the British
perception of the voyageurs as being members of the “fur-trading class”:
Like the rest of the fur-trading class, he [one of the Drummond Island voyageurs],
in those days, was given to wandering about the country.61

As a result of the mobility required by their profession, perhaps the British thought was
that the voyageurs would only require enough land for a family home and a garden.
While many of the voyageurs’ families settled near Penetanguishene in Tiny
Township in Simcoe County, their fellow migrants, the Potaganasee Ojibwa, were several
moves away from establishing themselves on a permanent basis. The Potaganasee
Ojibwa’s original home and subsequent destinations are shown in the following map (see
Figure 11).
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Figure 11: Potaganasee Ojibwa’s Relocations in the Georgian Bay Area

The group’s home and initial point of departure was Drummond Island (1). The group
relocated first to Penetanguishene (2). The group relocated next to live near the
Chippewa of Lake Huron who were located at Coldwater (3) and then subsequently
joined the Chippewa on Beausoleil Island (4). The Potaganasee Ojibwa finally relocated
to Great Manitoulin Island (5) where, after considering Wikwemikong, they decided to
centre themselves at Mechecowetchenong (present-day M’Chigeeng). The Potaganasee’s
relocations are analyzed in the next section, which presents a summary of the case.
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The Potaganasee Ojibwa’s Changing Relationships and Decisions Respecting
Relocating
In this section, the Potaganasee Ojibwa’s migration decisions between 1828 and
1848 are assessed in terms of options and choices. Unlike the British Garrison and the
Indian Department, but like the voyageurs, although the Potaganasee Ojibwa could have
remained at Drummond Island, they chose to leave after the island was ceded to the
Americans. Likely for territorial defence purposes, at that time, British officials wanted
Indigenous groups, including the Potaganasee Ojibwa, to move to an area that remained
under British-control. For example, in a letter marked “Private,” dated at York, May 3,
1829, to the Under Secretary of State, R. W. Hay, regarding settling Indigenous groups in
Upper Canada, including, among others, the Potaganasee of Drummond Island and the
Chippewa of Lakes Huron, Couchiching, and Simcoe, the Lieutenant-Governor, MajorGeneral Sir John Colborne, suggested that
The Indians who formerly resided on Drummond Island will be induced perhaps
to fix their abode at the great Manatoulin [sic], or near Matchedash.62

The Potaganasee Ojibwa may have reached the decision to relocate as a result of
British encouragement63 or independently. Regardless, the move seemed to have been
under consideration prior to Chief Aisance’s invitation to all of the Indigenous groups
attending the annual present distribution at St. Joseph's Island in the summer of 1829 to
join his group at the north end of the Coldwater-Narrows Reserve.64 However, the
invitation may have sparked further discussion of the prospect. An estimated fifty
families totaling two-hundred-and-fifty Potaganasee Ojibwa eventually moved to
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Penetanguishene.65 At the time of their initial migration, the “Potaganasus” [Potaganasee
Ojibwa] were led by Chief Ashawgashel66 (“bull snake” 67). The Potaganasee Ojibwa’s
arrival at Penetanguishene coincided with the implementation of Colborne’s
“civilization” policy in Upper Canada. The “civilization project” at Coldwater and the
Narrows, which lasted less than six years,68 was announced in 1829.69 The project was
led by Captain Thomas G. Anderson, a clerk with the Indian Department who had
followed the Indian Department from Drummond Island to Penetanguishene.70 Then, in
1830, Anderson again moved with the Indian Department from Penetanguishene to
Coldwater.71 Also in 1830, the Chippewa of Lakes Huron, Couchiching, and Simcoe
were relocated to the Coldwater-Narrows Reserve. The Chippewa of Lake Couchiching
led by Chief William Yellowhead and the Chippewa of Lake Simcoe led by Chief Joseph
Snake were settled at the Narrows (between Lake Couchiching and Lake Simcoe), while
the Chippewa of Lake Huron were settled at Coldwater under Chief John Aisance
(Assance).
Initially, Colborne had directed that the Potaganasee Ojibwa who had left
Drummond Island were to be settled at the entrance of Matchedash Bay.72 On August 18,
1830, Captain George Philpotts of the Royal Engineers advised Colborne of Captain
Anderson’s report that Chippewa Chief Aisance wanted his group and the Potaganasee
(Ojibwa) from Drummond Island to be settled near each other.73 Captain Philpotts wrote:
Having been informed by Capt. Anderson that the Indians under [Chief] John
Aisance and the Potaganasee Indians lately arrived from Drummond Island (tho'
the latter are Roman Catholics) are very anxious to be settled in the same
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neighbourhood, in order that they may mutually assist Each other, I take the
liberty of suggesting to your Excellency the propriety of locating these latter
Indians on the opposite [side] of the Bay [Matchedash Bay] where John Aisance
now resides, particularly as they are in some degree related, instead of placing
them at the entrance of Matchedash Bay as your Excellency directed.
Should this plan meet with your approbation, one Establishment for instructing
them in the various Trades would be sufficient for both villages, and the
Potaganasee Indians probably eventually would become Protestants.
John Aisance expresses himself much disappointed at the prospect of their being
removed so far from each other.74

The Chippewa and Ojibwa certainly were “in some degree related” because they were
Anishinaabeg, and the Potaganasee Ojibwa may have converted to Roman Catholicism at
Drummond Island.75 Their conversion was possible given the significant Roman
Catholic population, both French and mixed heritage (Indigenous and settler, primarily
French Canadian) in that area because of the fur trade. Their earlier conversion was
suggested by the appeal from Potaganasee Chief Tawquinine to the Roman Catholic
Bishop of Kingston (and region), Alexander Macdonell, in the face of extreme religious
factionalism between Roman Catholics and Methodists at Coldwater.76 (It is important to
recognize that, despite uniformly rejecting the Roman church, all Protestant
denominations did not share the same beliefs, nor did they have the same relationship
with social power.77) In response to the Chief’s appeal, Bishop Macdonell assured Chief
Tawquinine that “no other religion could be good but the Catholic Religion.”78 The
documentary record does not indicate to what degree the Anishinaabeg understood
conversion would affect their lives. Moreover, as Jesuit missionary Paul LeJeune had
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reported in the seventeenth-century, “The savages agree very readily with what you say
but they do not, for all that, cease to act upon their own ideas.”79 The nineteenth-century
missionaries were quick to criticize other denominations, as well as to determine the
“success” of their Indigenous converts. The settlement work of the Methodists, who took
a methodical approach to faith, likely was informed by the need for their converts to
settle in order to practice Christianity appropriately, that is, in a disciplined and visible
fashion. In contrast, Roman Catholics, in particular, the Jesuits, seemed more
accommodating of Indigenous people’s mobility as long as they had converted. There is
no indication in the documentary record that missionaries or church organizations played
any role in the Potaganasee Ojibwa’s decisions concerning relocating, nor is it clear
which clans from, or what proportion of, the Potaganasee Ojibwa population of
Drummond Island migrated. It is important to recognize the latter point since it is
difficult to know precisely who is being described because families often moved between
lineage groups, including fictive kin related through clan affiliation. Concerning the
former point, even if most of the Potaganasee Ojibwa had converted to Roman
Catholicism, it is not certain that they understood or accepted their spiritual conversion as
meaning that they had to completely abandon all of their traditional ways or beliefs. In
fact, their relocation decisions suggest otherwise. Regardless, the two groups, the Roman
Catholic Ojibwa and the [then] Methodist Chippewa were located near each other.
Originally, the Lieutenant-Governor had planned to settle the Potaganasee Ojibwa
at the entrance of Matchedash Bay, but he was persuaded to acceded to their request to
settle them on the opposite side of Matchedash Bay from Chief Aisance's group. This
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location would allow the two Anishinaabe groups to be closer together “since they [were]
in some degree related.”80 Colborne may have agreed to this suggestion in order to
encourage Chief Aisance to embrace the new Reserve. By September 17, 1830, the
Potaganasee began settling at Coldwater.81 Although the Potaganasee Ojibwa could have
chosen to move to the Narrows, they decided instead to settle near Coldwater. On
September 23, 1830, Captain Anderson advised Colborne that
the Potaganasees and John Aisance positively decline going to the Narrows […,
however,] they will move to live in houses on the road as long as they can remain
as near the [Coldwater] River as possible.82

Shortly thereafter, apparently in an effort to reassure the Lieutenant-Governor
about the potential value of his work with the Indigenous groups, on October 30, 1830,
Captain Anderson replied to Colborne’s letter of September 28, 1830, concerning
progress at the Establishment and advised Colborne
of the ultimate success of the great object You have in view, that of bringing the
Indians into a State of Civilization and Christianity. It must be a work of time and
requires great forbearance and persistence. [...] The plan which Your Excellency
had been pleased to lay down for my guidance will, there can be no doubt if
properly adhered to, succeed to your wishes.83

Perhaps to support his claim, Captain Anderson also mentioned that Chief John Aisance
and the Potaganasee Ojibwa seemed to be anxious to settle down and “to take up their
winter residence on the road.”84 The next month, on November 29, 1830, Captain
Anderson advised Sir John Colborne that the Potaganasee Ojibwa had requested through
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Chief Aisance that Mr. Currie (the Methodist school teacher) be allowed to use some of
the houses at Coldwater while their children resumed sleeping in wigwams.85 It is
possible that this request was motivated more by a desire to teach their children
traditional ways rather than by generosity toward Methodist missionaries. Regardless of
their motivation, however, the colonial administrators and staff likely would have
considered this situation as an undermining of the “civilization” project. On June 17,
1831, Captain Anderson advised the Chief Superintendent of Indian Affairs, Colonel
James Givens, of the location the Potaganasee Ojibwa had chosen, indicating that,
although some lots were owned by the Canada Company, other lots were unlocated, that
is, they were not yet assigned to potential settlers, and so, if all of these lots could be
acquired, the Potaganasee Ojibwa would be willing to begin clearing the land
immediately.86
When Colonel Givens did not reply, on July 25, 1831 Captain Anderson again
asked him to advise whether the Lieutenant-Governor would assent to the Potaganasee
Ojibwa’s choice.87 The Lieutenant-Governor did not raise any objection88 and so
settlement proceeded. On August 16, 1832, in his “Numerical Return of Resident
Indians, Coldwater Establishment,” the local Superintendent of Indian Affairs reported
that 71 Potaganasee lived on the Coldwater-Narrows Reserve.89 This figure included two
“Deserving” Chiefs and two “Deserving” Warriors, indicating they had fought on the side
of the British against the Americans, and two “Deserving” “Wives,” who presumably had
been widowed during times of war.90 By 1833, the Potaganasee Ojibwa led by Chief
Ashawgashel had cleared twenty-eight acres of land.91 In 1836, however, the Coldwater-
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Narrows Reserve was terminated following a sudden surrender after which the Indian
Department “Establishment” there was closed. The Indian Department was moved to
Great Manitoulin Island to support the new policy of segregation-by-isolation. The
Indigenous groups from the Coldwater-Narrows Reserve were left to fend for themselves.
In 1839, “many [of the dispossessed Indigenous peoples] were wandering about from one
island to another.”92
Eventually, the Potaganasee Ojibwa moved to Beausoleil Island in Georgian Bay,
where the Roman Catholic members of the Chippewa group led by Chief Assance had
relocated in 1842,93 with the remaining Methodist Chippewa at Coldwater choosing to
move to the Saugeen (Bruce) Peninsula. Although the Potaganasee Ojibwa could have
chosen to move to Great Manitoulin Island in 1842, they chose to settle on Beausoleil
Island instead. The relationship between the groups on Beausoleil Island was not a
smooth one, however. Perhaps as they now seemed to be in the position of being guests
of the Chippewa of Lake Huron rather than autonomous land occupants, the Potaganasee
Ojibwa may not have felt the same independence as they had enjoyed previously on
Drummond Island and near Coldwater. Led by their chief, Taibossegai, some of the
Potaganasee Ojibwa who were dissatisfied with being guests of the Chippewa of Lake
Huron moved to Great Manitoulin Island, which had been opened to occupancy by all
Indigenous groups in 1836 by the first Manitoulin Island Treaty.94 There, they had
considered but decided against staying near Wikwemikong. Perhaps, as had been the
case on Beausoleil Island, the Potaganasee Ojibwa did not wish be guests of, or governed
by, the Wikwemikong Anishinaabeg. Once Chief Taibossegai identified a permanent
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location for them on Great Manitoulin Island, which was described as being “about fifty
miles by water” west of Manitowaning,95 the remaining Potaganasee Ojibwa decided to
leave Beausoleil Island as well.
On December 6, 1847, the Potaganasee Ojibwa informed Captain Anderson that
their chief had found a place on Great Manitoulin Island to which they would like to
relocate from Beausoleil Island, and to which their people who were already resident at
“Wequamekong” [Wikwemikong] could relocate as well. In a seeming homage to the
“civilization” project that would have appealed to the colonial officials, the Potaganasee
(through an Interpreter) wrote:
We have the pleasure to inform you that we have heard from our Chief
Tabacorego [Taibossegai] who states that he has selected a piece of excellent land
on the Manitoulin Island at a place called Chegewacotenong
[Mechecowetchenong96] nearly opposite [Fort] la cloche [sic]. Several of the
Indians of our Tribe intend moving with us from Wequamekong and we hope by
patient and careful industry to make a good Settlement.97

Industriousness was considered a virtue by the colonists so using this language framed
the move positively. In the same letter, the Potaganasee Ojibwa of Beausoleil Island
requested that the Government treat them equitably and generously:
we trust that our great Father His Excellency will do with us as He has done with
his other Children, that is supply us a few Nails [and] Some glass and hinges to
assist us in building our houses.98
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In a post script, they added
We wish that our Cattle might be sent up in the Steam Boat in the Spring if the
Governor would send them for us and not to keep them for the present Schooner
as we should then lose all the Summer's milck [sic] from our Cows.99

Apparently the Potaganasee Ojibwa were self-taught in animal husbandry. In their letter,
the Potaganasee Ojibwa of Beausoleil Island also commented that their expectations that
the Government would provide training in agriculture had not been met:
When we left Drummond Island we trusted that the Government would have
taken us by the hand and instructed our children in the useful arts such as
Farming, Carpentering and other trades, but we are still poor and ignorant.100

Furthermore, not only the government had let them down. The Potaganasee remarked
that the help promised to them by other Indigenous groups when they left Drummond
Island had not been forthcoming either: “we have also trusted to be helped by other
Indians, but have found their promises broken reeds.”101 They did not specify the “other
Indians,” however, it is likely the Potaganasee were referring to the Chippewa of Lake
Huron who now resided on Beausoleil Island and possibly to the Wikwemikong
Anishinaabeg as well. While the “broken reeds” may have motivated the Potaganasee
Ojibwa to consider other settlement options, this relocation too was an autonomous
decision. Clearly though, the Potaganasee were weary of relocating as well as of being
disappointed. In the letter's conclusion, the Potaganasee Indians of Beausoleil Island
remarked that
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we hope that this will be our last time of removal and that our Scattered Tribe may
once more be assembled in our Village and under our proper Chiefs.102
Writing from the Indian Office at Cobourg, Ontario, on December 13, 1847, Captain
Anderson forwarded the Potaganasee Ojibwa’s December 6, 1847, request for assistance
to relocate from Beausoleil Island to Great Manitoulin Island the next spring to the
Governor General's Civil Secretary, Major T. C. Campbell, in Montreal.103 (Since 1844,
Major Campbell had also acted as the Indian Department’s Superintendent General.104) It
was clear that Captain Anderson supported this idea, whether out of loyalty to the
Potaganasee or to his career in the Indian Department supporting first the “civilization”
and then the isolation policies of the Government. Captain Anderson wrote:
Knowing as I do, that this Tribe has ever been faithful Subjects and have rendered
important Services to the Government, I respectfully beg permission to solicit a
favorable consideration to their application for assistance in their proposed
settlement.105

Meanwhile, the equity to which the Potaganasee alluded was being tested somewhat by
denominational differences. Writing from the Indian Department at Government House
on December 15, 1847, Major Campbell informed northern Indian Affairs Superintendent
George Ironside, Junior,106 that the Governor General had approved Ironside's September
25, 1847, request for “permission to supply building material to certain Roman Catholic
Indians who reside at Manitoulin Island within the boundary marked out for the
Protestants.”107 Major Campbell wrote
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that His Excellency is pleased to authorise your furnishing such articles as you
may consider to be necessary to those Indians who reside in the village, you
mention in your letter, at the western extremity of the Island and who were settled
there previously to the boundary of the Roman Catholic settlement being defined
by the Resident Superintendent [of the Indian Department].108

Perhaps this specific instance had softened the official approach to Indigenous groups
more generally, at least temporarily, as the discussion now changed from “Shall we allow
the Potaganasee move to Great Manitoulin Island?” and “Should support be provided to
them?” to “Where is best destination for them on the Island?” On December 22, 1847,
Major Campbell acknowledged receipt of Captain Anderson's letter and its enclosure
concerning the Potaganasee Ojibwa’s request for assistance to relocate from Beausoleil
Island to Manitoulin Island in the spring of 1848. Major Campbell also
requested[ed] that you will State whether in your opinion it would not be more
advantageous for these Indians to take up their residence with their Brethren at
Wequamekong [Wikwemikong], rather than to commence a new settlement on the
opposite side of the island.109

Writing from the Indian Office at Cobourg, Ontario, on December 29, 1847, Captain
Anderson replied to Major Campbell that, although he agreed, the success of such a plan
was improbable:
I have honor to submit that it would be better if they could be prevailed upon to
establish themselves at Wequamekong [Wikwemikong], but I understand that
Some of this Tribe who were formerly settled in that Village have become
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dissatisfied and left it, among whom is their Chief. I am therefore apprehensive
they would not be induced to take up their residence in that Village.110
Apparently, Captain Anderson's reply was neither welcomed nor conclusive as the matter
was pursued further. On January 10, 1848, further to the Governor General's instructions,
Major Campbell forwarded the correspondence associated with the Potaganasee Ojibwa’s
request for assistance to relocate from Beausoleil Island to Great Manitoulin Island in the
spring to the local Indian Affairs Superintendent. Major Campbell
requested[ed] that you will report upon the subject, stating whether you conceive
it to be more advantageous for these Indians to reside at Wequamekong
[Wikwemikong] or to settle, as they propose, on the opposite side of the island
with some of their Brethren, who it appears intend to withdraw from
Wequamekong.111

Major Campbell then put Superintendent Ironside in an awkward position. Major
Campbell wrote
If the last mentioned plan appears to you to be preferable, you will state what
measures you propose to adopt to prevent religious disputes that may arise as the
[Potaganasee] Indians are of the Roman Catholic persuasion.112

Indian Affairs Superintendent George Ironside’s response to Major Campbell’s demand
seems to have alleviated the Governor General’s concerns. On May 17, 1848, Indian
Department Superintendent General Major Campbell informed Indian Affairs
Superintendent George Ironside of the Governor General's approval for the Potaganasee
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Ojibwa to relocate from Beausoleil Island to Great Manitoulin Island to their chosen
destination and for the assistance they had requested.113 Major Campbell wrote that
The Chief has been instructed to report the arrival of his band to you and you will
afford them such assistance as may be necessary in locating themselves with their
brethren at the placed they have selected for their future residence.114

Subsequently, the Potaganasee Ojibwa of Beausoleil Island and Wikwemikong relocated
to Mechecowetchenong on Great Manitoulin Island. Some of the aspects of this case that
are of particular interest to dispossession are analyzed next.
Analysis of Strategic Mobility and Proactive Decision-Making
The dispossession experiences of the Potaganasee Ojibwa share some of the same
characteristics as those of other Anishinaabe groups during the same period. For
example, tension within and between groups resulting from traditionalism and
“modernism,” “that is, the proponents of following European power structures,”115 was
common in Upper Canada and later Canada West. This situation may have been
exacerbated if chiefs seemed overly influenced either by the colonial authorities or by the
missionaries of a specific denomination.116 This situation was suggested when, in the
conclusion of their December 6, 1847, letter, the Potaganasee Ojibwa referred to “our
proper Chiefs.”117 It is likely that their “proper” chiefs held their roles in the way
traditional to the Potaganasee Ojibwa, rather than by being subordinated to the chiefs of
another group, even an Anishinaabe group such as the Chippewa of Lake Huron or those
at Wikwemikong. Tension, however, was not limited to within and between Indigenous
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groups. This is illustrated by the situation noted earlier when his superiors made
denominational factionalism Superintendent George Ironside’s problem rather than “our”
mutual challenge (a challenge that, of course, resulted from their presence). This was an
example of Imperial or colonial administrators establishing policies (sometimes shortlived policies) and making promises or having their subordinates make promises on their
behalf but then subsequently failing to support local front-line staff who attempted to
execute the policies or to carry out the promises.
Despite the prevalence of these situations, however, as the dispossession
experiences of the Potaganasee Ojibwa suggest, the tension between central authority and
local agendas, which typically rendered every situation and treatment of the various
Indigenous groups unique and contextually specific, sometimes could work in favour of
the Indigenous people. When a group could make a plan that seemed to align with the
goals and policies of the government, then it is likely that their chances of having their
plan approved were greatly improved. It was helpful to have someone who “heard” the
alignment. Given that, as early as 1831 there had been allegations that Captain Anderson
had shown favouritism when distributing presents, affording preferential treatment to
some groups over others,118 and given that he likely had a long-standing relationship
dating from when he was posted to Drummond Island, it may not be surprising that
Anderson helped the Potaganasee Ojibwa obtain government assistance when, in 1847,
they chose to relocate to Great Manitoulin Island. It was also helpful when northern
Indian Superintendent Ironside was able to convince his superiors that
interdenominational conflict could be overcome following the group’s migration. Having
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the Potaganasee Ojibwa move to Great Manitoulin Island was beneficial to both Indian
Department officials’ careers. Finally, as noted earlier, on September 23, 1830, Captain
Anderson advised the Lieutenant-Governor, Major-General Sir John Colborne, that
the Potaganasees and John Aisance positively decline going to the Narrows […,
however,] they will move to live in houses on the road as long as they can remain
as near the [Coldwater] River as possible.119

Anderson’s report suggests that the Potaganasee Ojibwa and Chief Aisance’s Chippewa
group had demonstrated strong resistance to some relocations but less resistance to
others, while the colonial government had demonstrated that accommodation of some
Anishinaabe groups could sometimes be possible.
Regardless of these aspects of the situation, it was the Potaganasee Ojibwa’s
ability to weigh costs and benefits and to accept loss to achieve their desired ends that
shaped their experiences. The Potaganasee Ojibwa’s migration decisions between 1828
and 1848 involved both options and trade-offs. The Potaganasee Ojibwa chose to make
decisions concerning their situation proactively, that is, before something was done to
them by the Americans, the British, or other Indigenous groups. They attempted to be
masters of their own destiny, albeit in attempts constrained by limits. The constraints
meant that the benefits among options had to be balanced against the drawbacks. The
Potaganasee Ojibwa’s most frequent decision was to leave where they were and to go
elsewhere. This meant that the most common trade-off was sacrificing land in favour of
maintaining their traditional ways at another place, presumably where they could reestablish their relationship with the land. The mobility demonstrated by the Potaganasee
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Ojibwa was strategic as it reflected the taking of initiative by deciding where and when to
move, an action that privileged adaptation over submission despite the losses associated
with the decisions.
Concluding Thoughts About Agency, Sacrifice, Trade-Offs, and (Nearly) Going
Home Again
This case advanced the argument that dispossession experiences differed among
Anishinaabe groups by illustrating that, in certain situations, there could be room for
decision-making concerning, for example, the destination following displacement or the
timing of a relocation. Such decisions could be strategic and likely served the groups’
interests better than a decision imposed from the outside would have. Perhaps as a result
of their strategic mobility, unlike some other Anishinaabe groups, to a certain degree the
Potaganasee Ojibwa were able to surmount the same governmental technologies of social
and spatial control that were exerted over other dispossessed groups “in the attempt to
change [their] habits, customs and behaviours,”120 whether these technologies were
applied directly by the government or indirectly by other Indigenous groups. Moreover,
while most non-treaty Indigenous groups received neither land nor annuities, eventually
the Potaganasee Ojibwa received both land on Great Manitoulin Island and material
support to relocate there.
This situation was made possible for two important reasons. First, the
Potaganasee prioritized maintaining traditional ways of living over trying to retain
traditional lands, which likely eased decisions respecting moving. Second, the
Potaganasee had established a long-term relationship with a colonial official, Captain T.
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G Anderson of the Indian Department, who was in a position to successfully promote
their interests to his superiors. As a result of these factors plus their attachment to their
traditional ways, which superseded their attachment to place, the Potaganasee Ojibwa’s
repeated experience of first being welcomed and then being disillusioned, did not reduce
them to placelessness.
The Potaganasee Ojibwa seem to have prioritized “place dependence” (the
functional uses of places and how well these serve the achievement of people’s goals)
over “place identity” (the emotional and symbolic meanings associated with particular
settings).121 The Potaganasee Ojibwa may have concluded that the emotional and
symbolic meanings associated with particular settings were associated more strongly with
their freedom to be themselves as they made their own place than with one particular
physical place. In doing so, they exerted their own authority to “make places of
spaces.”122 The Potaganasee Ojibwa first sought to exist under British rule rather than
American rule, and later they preferred to live independent of other Indigenous groups.
As had been the case with Chippewa of Lakes Huron, Couchiching, and Simcoe, the
place dependence and place identity of the Potaganasee Ojibwa were tempered by
pragmatism and realism. The mobility of the Potaganasee Ojibwa was linked to their
dispossession but their choices were constituted from context, agency, experience, and
sociopolitical practices, confirming Hague and Armstrong’s (2010) argument concerning
the context-specific meaning of any given instance of mobility.123 Similarly, the
voyageurs who, with the British garrison and the Potaganasee Ojibwa, relocated from
Drummond Island to Penetanguishene, also were mobile and also made choices that
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demonstrated agency. Furthermore, the voyageurs also illustrated the hybrid identities of
people of mixed Indigenous-settler heritage who were present physically but who were
usually treated as unworthy and as being in deficit by most colonizers of solely nonIndigenous heritage. Moreover, since they were neither wholly Indigenous or nonIndigenous, they were compelled to form their own identities.
Compelled to choose once the British ceded Indigenous land, the Potaganasee
Ojibwa’s choices demonstrated that they exercised some autonomy in decision-making.
The particularity of place circumstances forced the Potaganasee Ojibwa to choose
between remaining in place as the land came under American control or moving and
staying on British-controlled land. Perhaps the Potaganasee Ojibwa decided to choose
the devil they knew over the devil they didn’t. But they also may have chosen to move
so that they could continue to be themselves, which may have been more possible under
the British. Their choices indicated that they sought viability with their traditional ways
and with land over place. They made that choice more than once until, ultimately, like
the Chippewa of Lakes Huron, Couchiching, and Simcoe, the Potaganasee Ojibwa too
went home. They moved to Great Manitoulin Island, which was as close as possible to
returning to where they started (at Drummond Island) while remaining in Britishcontrolled territory.
The Potaganasee Ojibwa’s point of origin and ultimate destination were islands.
The destination they ultimately chose was on an island with great spiritual significance to
the Anishinaabeg. Collectively, the Potaganasee Ojibwa’s dispossession experiences
support the key arguments that dispossession was complex and that place mattered.
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Compelled to move to escape the Americans once the British ceded Indigenous land, the
Potaganasee Ojibwa decided where they wanted to live in the midst of rapid social and
political change. No two Anishinaabe groups experienced dispossession in exactly the
same way. Despite deciding where to live and when to move, the Potaganasee Ojibwa
too had been dispossessed. Although their ability to choose to make strategic moves
seemed uncommon, the necessity of the Potaganasee Ojibwa’s mobility meant that their
movement choices were not isolated, singular events, but rather were part of the larger
process of dispossession. Further to this larger process, the next chapter will assess the
themes of autonomy and agency in decision-making especially when colonial land rules
benefitted Indigenous people, of balancing place attachment and pragmatism, and of
political expediency respecting Indigenous land acquisition, while demonstrating the
dubious circumstances under which a “surrender” of land could be obtained from
Anishinaabe people in the context of government abdication of responsibility, in the
serial dispossessions of the Chippewa of Lakes Huron, Couchiching, and Simcoe.
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Chapter 8. Case Study: “Strangers in the Country”1: The Serial Dispossessions of
the Chippewa of Lakes Huron, Couchiching, and Simcoe, 1828-1842, Illustrating the
Themes of Autonomy and Agency in Decision Making, of Balancing Place
Attachment and Pragmatism, and of Political Expediency Respecting Indigenous
Land Acquisition, While Demonstrating the Dubious Circumstances Under Which a
“Surrender” of Land Could Be Taken From Anishinaabe People in the Context of
Government Abdication of Responsibility

Much could and should be written about the impact of colonization on the
Chippewa of Lakes Huron, Couchiching, and Simcoe. Despite literally and figuratively
being in the path of British military and commercial interests in Upper Canada, little
research has been conducted into these Anishinaabe groups’ dispossession experiences.2
And yet collectively, their experiences encapsulated a microcosm of colonization. The
litany of experiences included, for example, denominational conflict, Methodist
conversion policy, colonial and Imperial “civilization” policies, sloppy colonial
recordkeeping concerning surrenders and finances, loss of traditional and reserved lands,
haphazard land acquisition, unstable colonial and Imperial governance, and erratic
treatment related to Imperial financial concerns resulting from European wars on faraway
lands and oceans. These experiences are knowable because of their presence in the
documentary record. Study of the colonial records concerning the dispossession of the
Coldwater-Narrows Reserve from the Chippewa of Lakes Huron, Couchiching, and
Simcoe, however, prompts more questions than it answers. Accordingly, instead of
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focusing on what is known, this chapter will briefly analyze the Chippewa’s groups early
dispossessions and then use the few available records concerning the surrender of the
Coldwater-Narrows Reserve to frame what is not yet known about the surrender – some
of the many unanswered questions respecting loss of place – and, in the absence of robust
evidence, to speculate on the reasons for the surrender.
As noted earlier, just as they did in other British colonies, Imperial and colonial
personnel often changed frequently in the colonies in British North America. Perhaps
because of the proximity to the United States and the size of present-day Canada,
however, these changes seemed to have a greater impact on British North America than
they did on other British colonies. In particular, a central factor in the dispossession of
the Coldwater-Narrows Reserve from the Anishinaabeg in Upper Canada was the
anomalous behavior during the short-lived but impactful governance of a LieutenantGovernor, Sir Francis Head. Another central factor in this dispossession was the mystery
surrounding the surrender itself. The lack of information about the surrender leaves
many unanswered questions, but the surrender of the Coldwater-Narrows Reserve under
dubious circumstances reflected both the unequal power relations in, and the complicated
nature of, Indigenous-settler interactions. The surrender document was signed in a secret
meeting. It is not clear whether the Chiefs and principal men who signed the document
knew what they were giving up. Based on information they had received previously, the
head men may have thought they were securing title to their reserved land under the
British land tenure system.3 Certainly, their band members seemed to have thought this
was the case. Subsequent to the signing, the responses of the people in their respective
groups suggested that they had not been aware that the Reserve was going to be
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surrendered. Alternatively, the Chiefs and principal men may have been offered an
exchange: trade the Reserve for something equally valuable. However, no consideration
seems to have been given to any of the three groups, so if an exchange had been offered
by the colonial authorities, it was not honoured. The chapter is structured as follows.
First, the Chippewa groups are located following dispossessions prior to the creation of
the reserve. Next, a timeline of events leading up to the surrender of the ColdwaterNarrows Reserve is provided. Finally, the chapter concludes with a review of an
exploration of the questions prompted by the mysterious surrender.
The Locations of the Chippewa of Lakes Huron, Couchiching, and Simcoe
During the study period, the Chippewa comprised three main groups.4 The
Chippewa of Lake Huron, led by Chief John Aisance [Assance, Asance], occupied the
Penetanguishene Peninsula area of Georgian Bay. Their central location was around the
Matchedash Bay area and their hunting grounds were located on the islands and shoreline
of Georgian Bay. The Chippewa of Lake Couchiching, led by the influential Chippewa
Head Chief William Yellowhead, occupied the land around the northwest of Lake
Simcoe and around Lake Couchiching. Their hunting grounds were located in Muskoka
and the Haliburton Highlands, and to the north beyond.5 The Chippewa of Lake Simcoe
under Chief Joseph Snake occupied Snake Island and Holland Landing.6 Their hunting
grounds were located on the mainland around the southwest of Lake Simcoe and around
the Holland River area, including present-day Innisfil Township. The area of Georgian
Bay that was home to these Chippewa groups and in which the Coldwater-Narrows
Reserve was established, is shown in the following map (see Figure 12).
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Figure 12: Chippewa Lands Around Southern Georgian Bay
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Within this larger context of colonial space, the Coldwater-Narrows Reserve and the
Coldwater and Penetanguishene Roads are illustrated in a subsequent section of this
chapter (see Figures 13 and 14).
Surrender and Settlement of Chippewa Lands
Likely as a result of their strategic military and commercial location, the British
sought serial surrenders of Chippewa land. Chippewa land in the vicinity of Lake
Simcoe and southeastern Georgian Bay allegedly was acquired by the British through a
series of leases, provisional agreements, and surrenders in 1795, 1798, 1805, 1815, and
1818. The major surrenders are listed in the following table.

Table 7: Early Chippewa Surrenders

Year, Type

Details

1795, Provisional

“[I]n 1795 [there was a provisional surrender] of the land

Agreement,

adjacent to Penetanguishene harbor, which was intended as a

Penetanguishene

camping place for the traders.”7 The 1795 agreement/1798

Surrender

treaty surrendered 28,000 acres for a one-time payment of
£100.8

1798, Surrender:

“The treaty of 1798 formalized the provisional agreement of

“Penetanguishene

1795.”9

Purchase”

“22nd May, 1798. [The surrender included] Parts of Tay and
Tiny Townships, Simcoe County, including Penetanguishene
Harbour and Islands [Surrender No. 5].”10
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Year, Type
1805, Surrender

Details
In 1805, “Chippewa Chiefs Musquakie (Yellow Head),
Thaqueticum, Muskigonce, and Manitouabe sign provisional
agreement with Hon. Wm. Claus, DSGIA for His Majesty, to
surrender lands: In consideration of 1200 pounds currency in
goods paid yearly, 1,592,000 acres ‘bounded by the District of
London on the West, by Lake Huron on the North by the
Penetanguishene purchase (made in 1805) on the East’ and by
the shores of Kempenfelt Bay [sic], Lake Simcoe and Cooks
Bay and the Holland River.”11

1815, Lease

On November 14, 1815, “Lake Simcoe Chippewas
Kinaybicoinini, Aisaince, and Misquuckkey sign agreement with
George III for one-year lease of 250,000 acres of land between
Kempenfelt Bay of Lake Simcoe and Lake Huron in the Home
District (Simcoe County).”12

1815, Surrender

“17th-18th Nov., 1815. Oro and Medonte Townships and parts
of Vespra, Floss, Tiny and Tay [Townships], Simcoe County
[Surrender No. 16].”13
The 1815 treaty surrendered 250,000 acres for a one-time
payment of £4,000.14

1818, October 17,

“Adjala Township, Simcoe County - 17th Oct., 1818. By

Provisional

Chippewa Indians. Provisional surrender. The Township

Surrender

[Surrender No. 18].”15
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Year, Type

Details

1818, November 5,

“5th Nov., 1818. Provisional surrender. Ryde Township- and

Provisional

parts of Muskoka, Morrison, Draper and Oakley, Muskoka

Surrender

District; Rama, Mara and Scugog Townships, Ontario County;
all Victoria County; all Peterborough County; Cartwright,
Manvers and Cavan Townships, Durham County; Anson,
Lutterworth, Snowdon and Glamorgan Townships and parts of
Hindon, Stanhope, Minden, Dysart, Dudley, Monmouth and
Cardiff, Haliburton County; […] [Surrender No. 20].”16 The
1818 provisional agreement surrendered 1,542,000 acres for a
perpetual annuity of £1,200.17

1836, November

The November 26, 1836, treaty surrendered all 9,800 acres of

26, Surrender

the Coldwater-Narrows Reserve to be sold for the benefit of
them and other Indigenous peoples. According to the treaty text,
the Chippewa signatories were supposed to receive one-third of
the proceeds – “in consideration of our tribe receiving annually
the interest of one-third part of the proceeds of such sale”18 – but
instead the three Chippewa groups were given all of the
proceeds.19 In fact, though, all of “the proceeds” amounted to
very little. Twenty years after this treaty was signed, a “Report
on the Affairs of Indians in Canada” [RAIC], known as the
Pennefather Report (1858), noted in a summary of the
Chippewa’s income: “Proceeds of land sale in the tract
surrendered in 1836, $858. They may expect an increase in their
income, when the lands given up, but not yet sold, are brought
into the market.”20
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Most of the townships in Simcoe County were surveyed during a sixteen-year
period, from 1819 (West Gwillimbury21 and part of Tecumseth) to 1835 (Vespra).22
Following the American Revolution, Loyalist grants were made in Simcoe and
neighbouring Grey and Ontario as well as other counties of Upper Canada.23 After its
incorporation in Britain on July 27, 1825, the Canada Company acquired not only the 1.1
million-acre Huron Tract but also 1.4 million acres of other land throughout Upper
Canada,24 including much of Simcoe County.
Methodists Prompted Initial Relocations
No further surrenders were sought between 1818 and 1836 from these
Anishinaabe groups, perhaps because the British assumed or preferred to think they had
already acquired all of their land. During this time, however, a new “civilization” policy
towards Indigenous peoples emerged that affected the Anishinaabeg’s land use and
mobility respecting their hunting and fishing grounds. The government’s “civilization”
policy was preceded and informed by the conversion and settlement work of Methodist
missionaries. After success near the Credit River and a faltering attempt near present-day
Sarnia,25 the Methodist missionaries followed settlement as it moved northward from
York (from 1834, named Toronto). Beginning in 1826 with Chief Joseph Snake’s group,
the most southerly of the Chippewa, the Methodists endeavoured to persuade the
Anishinaabe peoples to convert to Methodism and to settle in agricultural communities in
which to practice (and to be seen to be practicing) their new religion. Eventually, Chiefs
Snake, Yellowhead, and Aisance all agreed to convert to Methodism and to settle in
villages to learn agriculture.26 The Methodists’ success alarmed the colonial government.
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According to Semple (1996), once the Episcopal Methodists had ensconced themselves
with the Chippewa, Sir John Colborne ordered Church of England and Church of
England-friendly British Wesleyan Methodist forays into the area:
to offset the Episcopal Methodist control of native missions, Colborne and the
Colonial Office negotiated with the British Wesleyans to re-enter Upper Canada.
Since the Church of England lacked sufficient resources to monopolize the work,
he assumed that the more docile and loyal Wesleyans, supported by a large
government grant, would displace their co-religionists in the mission field. To
further this plan, he instructed the Indian Department to curb the Episcopal
Methodist work around Lake Simcoe and Georgian Bay. An Anglican minister
was sent to the Matchedash band, and government-paid Anglican teachers
dislodged the Methodists there and on Yellowhead’s island.27

The attempts at disruption of, and wresting control from, the Episcopal Methodists were
not successful, but the conversion and settlement of the Chippewa of Lakes Huron,
Couchiching, and Simcoe set the groups in place for the creation of the ColdwaterNarrows Reserve, the events of which are listed in timeline set out in the following table.

337

DIFFERING FACTORS IN DISPOSSESSIONS, 1820-1865
Table 8: Timeline of the Creation of the Coldwater-Narrows Reserve

Date
1792

Event
Upper Canadian Surveyor General David William Smith’s
“chequered” plan of distributing reserves in townships, whereby
one-seventh of every township was classified as a Crown reserve,
which linked land to money, and another one-seventh of every
township was classified as a clergy reserve,28 which should have
linked land to religious denominations other than the “established
church,” the Church of England, at least according to those other
denominations. Imposition of this survey

1820

Present-day Townships of Tay, Orillia, Oro, Vespra, and Medonte in
Simcoe County were surveyed by James Grant Chewett29

1820 +

As Johnson (1982) reported, the post-1820 influx of settlers
facilitated by the construction of the road between Lake Simcoe
and Matchedash Bay,30 put the long-term and newly resident
Indigenous peoples at greater risk for disruption and displacement

1820-1821

The Lieutenant-Governor, Sir Peregrine Maitland, proposed a
combination of education, agricultural and industrial skills training,
and conversion for the Indigenous peoples at Grand River and
Credit River31

1824

The British Consul for the State of New York, James Buchanan,
submitted his Plan for the Melioration and Civilization of the
British North American Indians, which was addressed to the
Governor-General, George Ramsay, the 9th Earl of Dalhousie32
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Date
1826-1829

Event
Methodist missionaries converted some Chippewa and persuaded
them to settle in villages

1828-1829

In Upper Canada, 81,200 acres were assigned as loyalist and
military grants but, by 1831, only 17,650 acres had been taken up
by these settlers33

1829-1830

The “civilization” policy was announced and initiated for certain
Indigenous groups in Upper Canada by Sir John Colborne

1829, Summer

Ironically as it turned out, Chief Aisance invited all of the
Indigenous groups attending the annual “present” distribution held
at St. Joseph's Island to join his group at the north end of the
Coldwater-Narrows Reserve34

Late 1829 - early

Chief Yellowhead requested land to which his group could relocate

1830

on the mainland because of the lack of firewood on their island35

1830

The Indian Department was reorganized and put under civilian
control,36 which made little appreciable difference to the Chippewa
as Captain Thomas G. Anderson, as directed by the LieutenantGovernor, was still in charge of the new Coldwater-Narrows
Reserve and their funds

1830

Lieutenant General Sir James Kempt provided the Secretary of
State for War and the Colonies with more detailed plans concerning
the settlement of Indigenous peoples37

1830-1832

Relocation of the Chippewa of Lakes Huron and Simcoe groups to
the Coldwater and the Narrows reserve took place over two years38
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Date

Event

January 25, 1830

In response to instructions from the Lieutenant-Governor, surveyor
William Chewett provided a plan describing about 950 acres of
land available in the Township of Orillia in Simcoe County to
which Chief Yellowhead and his group could relocate from their
island,39 approximately 500 acres of which had become available
because of two absentee land speculators' non-performance of their
settlement duties

February 26,

One month later, a certificate of non-performance of settlement

1830

duties on land locations in the Home District was sworn jointly by
Yeomen William Law and Robert Irwin before Justice of the Peace
William Tyler40

August 30, 1830

Anglican Rev. George Archbold advised Sir John Colborne that the
quality of the soil at Matchedash was so poor that, had it been
known sooner, they would not have invested in putting up buildings
there41

September 2,

Less than a week later, Rev. Archbold again advised Sir John

1830

Colborne that the quality of the soil at Matchedash was so poor that
perhaps consideration should be given to moving the Indian
Department “Establishment” to the Narrows42
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Date

Event

September 15,

A letter dated at Yellowhead’s Island in Lake Couchiching, signed

1830

by Chief William Yellowhead and several Head Men, was sent to
Colborne regarding, i.a., agreeing to settle on the Reserve In the
same letter, they requested to be paid the half of their funds that
had not yet been provided by the government,43 which suggested
that the colonial government may have withheld money in order to
coerce the Chippewa into settling on the Reserve or that the
Chippewa were using agreement to settle to coerce the government
into paying them the outstanding funds

September 23,

In an apparently parallel conversation to that of Rev. Archbold, in a

1830

letter marked “Private,” Anderson mentioned to Colborne that the
land at the Narrows was inferior to the land at the northern part of
the Reserve, both at Matchedash and Coldwater,44 which suggested
that the land in both places was marginal at best

1831

A report criticized “waste lands” and land (non) use in Upper
Canada, indicating the persistence of the situation that led to land
being made available for the Chippewa of Lake Couchiching.45
Moreover, as the Imperial treasury had been depleted by decades of
war, the Imperial government increasingly became interested not
only in Canada’s usefulness in remedying over-population but also
in doing this at minimal cost. The Crown lands allocated in the
“chequered” plan of distributing reserves in townships adopted on
October 15, 1792, was likely still considered beneficial although
revenues had not been as large as had been hoped
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Date
July 17, 1832

Event
By 1832, it was clear that the Anishinaabeg also knew that the
location of the Coldwater-Narrows Reserve was problematic.
Instead of the soil quality, however, it was the proximity of settlers
that caused them the most concern. The Chippewa called Anderson
to a meeting occasioned by “the death of one of Yellow Head's
young men.”46 Although the cause of death was not specified, it
may have involved alcohol and likely involved a non-Indigenous
settler.

1833

Report and description dated at York, March 14, 1833, of the
“Indian Reserve” between Lake Simcoe and Coldwater written by
Deputy Surveyor William Hawkins47

May 1, 1835

Plan Showing the Portage Road and the Coldwater-Narrows
“Indian Reserve” prepared by Senior Surveyor and Draftsman
James Grant Chewett on which he indicated first, that the
Coldwater-Narrows Reserve was considered to be a reserve;
second, that the Reserve belonged to the Chippewa; and third, that
on February 13, 1835, Captain Anderson of the Indian Department
had advised his superior that he wanted to add three more parcels
of land to that Reserve48

1835

Subsequently, Anderson had sought permission from his superior to
provide “further Assistance to the Indians”49

1836

Colborne learned he had lost his appointment as LieutenantGovernor50
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Date
Summer, 1836

Event
Colborne’s replacement, Sir Francis Head, carried out what he
termed an “inspectional tour” of many Indigenous settlements in
Upper Canada on his return trip from Toronto to the “present”
distribution on Great Manitoulin Island

Summer, 1836

Head attended the annual delivery of “presents” to the “Visiting”
Indigenous people at Amherstburg and, for the first time, the
distribution on Great Manitoulin Island where Head held “private
interviews” with chiefs and where, apparently without any sense of
irony, at a Grand Council, Head delivered his “Seventy Snow
Seasons” speech in which he invoked what in essence had been the
ratification of the Royal Proclamation of 1763 by many Indigenous
groups at a Council “at the Crooked Place” (Niagara Falls) in 1764.
Within a few days, Head was able to both contravene several
protocols of the Royal Proclamation and use the Proclamation to
bolster his legitimacy and arguments

Fall, 1836

Several weeks after his return from his tour of the province and the
present distributions, Head instructed the local Superintendents of
Indian Affairs to press the Chiefs with whom he had met in “private
interviews” at Great Manitoulin Island again to consider his
proposal for them to surrender their land51

Shape and Size of Reserve Unexplained
It is not apparent from the documentary record how the shape of the 9,800-acre
Reserve was determined. Wightman (1982) asserted that the site for the “Establishment”
had been chosen deliberately for two main reasons.52 First, Coldwater presumably had
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been chosen because nearby Penetanguishene was the traditional meeting place for the
annual Council of the Indigenous groups from present-day central Ontario. Second,
Coldwater was chosen because of its proximity to Penetanguishene, to which the garrison
and Indian Department had decamped following the surrender of Drummond Island to the
Americans. While highlighting that the location increased the visibility of the Chippewa,
thus enhancing their utility as role models for other Indigenous groups, Wightman (1982)
did not explain or provide evidence concerning why the Reserve was barbell-shaped,
narrowly framing what became the Coldwater Road, or why the Reserve included the
Narrows, which was immediately adjacent to an existing settler village that was amply
supplied with alcohol. The distinctive shape of the Coldwater-Narrows Reserve
following the southeast-northwest diagonal direction of the Indigenous trail that had been
adopted by the military and that was to become the Coldwater Road is illustrated next
(see Figure 13).
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Figure 13: Outline of Coldwater-Narrows Reserve

While the preceding base map showing the Coldwater Road may seem innocuous, the
following sketch map of the nearby Penetanguishene Road drawn by Deputy Surveyor
John Grossman on May 8, 1833 (see Figure 14), illustrated two important points
influencing the Reserve’s placement and survivability. First, the Reserve was completely
hemmed in by townships, that is, the Chippewa literally were surrounded by land
available to, or occupied by, non-Indigenous settlers, and the Reserve seemed to be
superimposed on the surveyed land, rather than the townships being imposed on
Anishinaabe land. Second, the utility of the Penetanguishene and Coldwater Roads as
thoroughfares between York/Toronto on Lake Ontario and Georgian Bay, rather than
linking Indigenous settlements, was unmistakable.
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Figure 14: Route to Lake Huron near the Coldwater-Narrows Reserve 53
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Chief Aisance’s 1829 invitation to all of the Indigenous groups attending the
annual “present” distribution at St. Joseph’s Island to join his group at the north end of
the Coldwater-Narrows Reserve54 indicates that the Chippewa thought that they would
reside on the Reserve permanently, however, the Reserve was to last less than six years.55
Colborne's objective in 1830 was to “civilize” the Anishinaabe peoples by settling them
in villages, converting them to Christianity, and teaching them how to farm. The impact
was to reduce their land base and to restrict their mobility respecting hunting and fishing.
The reserve on which the Chippewa of Lakes Huron, Couchiching, and Simcoe were
settled was variously referred to as the Coldwater Tract, the Establishment at Coldwater
and the Narrows, the Coldwater Reserve, and the Coldwater-Narrows Reserve. The
Reserve was a narrow rectangle, fourteen miles long and one-and-a-half miles across at
its widest point.56 The Coldwater-Narrows Reserve had two village sites, one in the
south at the Narrows, between Lake Couchiching and Lake Simcoe, and one at the north
at Coldwater. The road between the two sites had been an Indigenous peoples’ trail,
which the British had adopted as a military route.57 The colonial officials anticipated that
the Anishinaabe peoples would not live solely in the two village sites but also on singlefamily farms along the route that would become the Coldwater Road.
Although it was not unusual for colonizers to follow Indigenous peoples’ trails, it
was unusual for Reserves to be laid out effectively as roadways. The Anishinaabe
peoples who settled on the road apparently were expected to supply labour to build and
maintain the road while living on individual family farms, which would discourage them
from communicating with each other. The remaining Anishinaabe peoples were expected
to live at the village sites that anchored either end of the road. Since a settler village
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already existed at the Narrows, and Coldwater was close to the settler village of
Penetanguishene, the reserve design seemed utilitarian. The design served colonial
settlement purposes very well, both of settlement and perhaps of surveillance as well.
The design ensured that the authorities could monitor the activities of the Indigenous
peoples while having them develop the very thoroughfare that would ensure settlement
pressure infringed on their reserve. While it could have been argued that the
farming/roadbuilding Anishinaabe peoples were becoming self-sufficient, the same claim
could not have been made for the Anishinaabe people living at the village sites. For these
people, the colonial purpose may have been assimilation or there may have been no
purpose, simply an oversight or intention that would allow the neighbouring settlers
unrestricted ability to use alcohol to take advantage of, and damage, those Anishinaabe
people.
What is Known About the Surrender of the Reserve
On October 6, 1836, the Chief Superintendent of Indian Affairs, Colonel Givens,
wrote directly to Chief Yellowhead “to inquire whether you are ready to give him [the
Lieutenant-Governor, Sir Francis Head] an answer to the matter he spoke to you about
when at the Narrows, if so he is ready now to see you here accompanied by other Indians
of your tribe, but not exceeding three.”58 Presumably, “the matter” to which Givens
referred was the surrender of the Coldwater-Narrows Reserve, which had been suggested
previously by Head when he visited the Narrows in 1836 following his return from Great
Manitoulin Island. Whether this closed meeting took place (with four attendees) in
October, or whether it was delayed until the Council immediately preceding the surrender
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the following month is not certain. Curiously, although the Chief Superintendent of
Indian Affairs, Colonel James Givens, had written the local Superintendent the same day
about another matter concerning the Reserve, he did not mention the meeting.59 Instead,
Givens wrote to the innkeeper at the Narrows, J. M. Lawrence, on the same day that he
wrote to Chief Yellowhead and asked Lawrence to reiterate his instruction to Chief
Yellowhead to bring no more than three men with him to visit the Lieutenant-Governor.60
Givens’s correspondence was unusual in that it was not channeled through the
local Superintendent of Indian Affairs, which was the normal chain of command for the
Indian Department. The documentary record does not indicate who interpreted the
correspondence between Colonel Givens and Chief Yellowhead. These aspects are
matters of some interest to this case as they bear on who was aware of the pending
surrender. Despite attempts at secrecy in early October, some unauthorized people may
have been becoming aware of the impending surrender. On October 19, 1836, an article
entitled “The Indian Mother’s Wail” was published under the nom de plume Epsiloni in
the influential Methodist publication, the Christian Guardian. Speaking as the “Indian
Mother,” Epsiloni wrote
When we had given them a little land, they wanted more, and we gave them more;
and then they wanted more, and more, and more, and every time they wanted
more: now they want that on which we live! […]
We are told we must leave our homes, and go and live amongst the stones and
rocks of the Great Manitoulin Island, or elsewhere, far away. But how can we
leave the lands we love? It would be a dreary home, and even that would not be
our home long: we should have again to shift our tents. […]
Where we are, then, we cannot stay: the lands on which our fathers, and
grandfathers, and great-grandfathers, were born, we must be driven from, just as
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we drive the deer. We must be turned out of the houses that have been built with
our money …61

Dated at Lake Simcoe, October 1836, the article may have been written by the local
Methodist teacher at the Narrows, Mr. Law.62 Likely not having been present, the
English-speaking author may have been referring to Head’s “offer” at Great Manitoulin
Island or to Head’s follow-up meeting at the Narrows, but, regardless, the article’s timing
comes very close in time to the surrender at the end of the month. Moreover, when
Epsiloni changed from describing homes as “tents” to “houses,” the author almost surely
refers to the Coldwater-Narrows Reserve, which, despite colonial protests about its
“expense,” seems to have been built largely with Chippewa funds.63
Several weeks later, On October 31, 1836, in a letter marked “Private,” Anderson
pointed out to the Indian Department that
You cannot but observe the great pains taken to plant in the minds of the Indians,
the blackest discontent on the subject of their removal from the Narrows.64

Regardless of which Head “conversation” had led to it, the Chippewa group members
were upset about their pending dispossession. Given the antipathy between the two
Protestant denominations, Anderson may have thought the idea was simply a falsehood
perpetuated by the Methodists to denigrate the Anglican-controlled government. On this
occasion, however, the prediction turned out to be true and Anderson, a “cradle
Anglican,” would be left out of the surrender meeting. While he may have suspected that
was happening, perhaps out of concern for his career, Anderson may not have wanted to
push the issue with his superiors (and employers).
350

DIFFERING FACTORS IN DISPOSSESSIONS, 1820-1865
On November 26, 1836, the Coldwater-Narrows Reserve was surrendered to the
Crown. The surrender appears in the documentary record in at least two places.
According to the microfilmed version of a two-page, handwritten record from the Indian
Department files, on November 26, 1836, the “Chiefs and Warriors” of the “Chippewa
Tribe of Indians of Lakes Huron and Simcoe” met in Council in Toronto and determined
to propose to the Lieutenant-Governor to surrender the Reserve so that the lands could be
sold, with part of the proceeds for their benefit. While this document refers to “the
undersigned,” only three clear totems appear, one each for Yellow Head [sic], John
Aisance, and Thomas Naineshunk, while the verso shows multiple Chippewa names but
“X’s” rather than totems appear beside those names.65 In Volume I of Indian Treaties and
Surrenders, From 1680 to 1890, in Two Volumes (1891a), the surrender is identified as a
“Provisional surrender” but it is assigned a treaty number, Treaty 48. In the Table of
Contents, the full surrender description states:
Provisional surrender. High road from Coldwater to Narrows of Lake Simcoe in
Medonte and North and South Orillia Townships, Simcoe County.66

The 1891a treaty text indicated that Wahbone Young and Shawgashe [Shaw Gashe] also
signed their totems, but their totems are incomplete at best.67 Otherwise the texts of the
two records appear to be identical. The text of Treaty No. 48, dated at Toronto,
November 26, 1836, which surrendered the Coldwater-Narrows Reserve, reads as
follows:
We the undersigned Chiefs and Warriors, in the name and on the behalf of the
Chippewa Tribe of Indians of Lakes Huron and Simcoe, now occupying the tract
of land on the public high road leading from Coldwater to the Narrows of Lake
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Simcoe, reserved by our Great Father for our use and cultivation, being desirous
that the same shall be sold, do hereby this day in Council, at Toronto, propose to
our Great Father to surrender the said tract in consideration of our tribe receiving
annually the interest of one-third part of the proceeds of such sale – another third
part of the same proceeds to be applied for the general use of the Indian tribes of
the said Province – and the residue of said proceeds to be applied to any purposes
(but not for the benefit of the said Indians) as the Lieutenant Governor may think
proper to direct.68

The treaty was witnessed at Toronto by the Chief Superintendent of Indian
Affairs, Colonel Givens; the Member of Provincial Parliament for Simcoe County,69
William Benjamin Robinson (brother of the Chief Justice and former Attorney General,
John Beverley Robinson, and eventual negotiator of the 1850 Robinson Huron and
Robinson Superior treaties); and the Indian Department Clerk, William Hepburn; and
approved by the Lieutenant-Governor, Sir Francis Head.70 The treaty was signed by
Chief Yellowhead for the Chippewa of Lake Couchiching, Chief John Aisance for the
Chippewa of Lake Huron,71 and some principal men and representatives on behalf of the
Chippewa of Lake Simcoe.72 The documentary record does not appear to reveal why the
treaty was not signed by Chief Snake or “the Potaganasee Chief,” both of whom had been
among those summoned by the previous Lieutenant-Governor more than six years earlier,
to be informed that the reserve was being established.73 Since they did not sign the
surrender document, presumably neither of these Chiefs was in attendance. The
documentary record also does not reveal why the treaty signing was not witnessed by
Anderson, which is puzzling because Anderson would have been well aware of Head’s
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land acquisition intentions having witnessed both of the treaties signed on Great
Manitoulin Island that summer.74
Several aspects of this treaty, which was written in English, are curious. First, the
Chippewa are described as occupying land on a “public highway.” Second, if indeed the
Chippewa leaders had agreed to surrender the land, why would they agree to forfeit twothirds of the proceeds of selling land on their small 9,800-acre Reserve (especially in
view of not having a desirable destination specified) when they had already surrendered
hundreds of thousands of acres of their traditional lands? (See table of surrenders earlier
in this chapter.)
Termination of the Coldwater-Narrows Reserve and closing the Indian
Department “Establishment” there had serious repercussions for the Chippewa. A
vacuum of placelessness and instability had been created. The Chippewa and
Potaganasee Ojibwa from the Coldwater-Narrows Reserve were left to fend for
themselves. Largely rejecting both moving to Great Manitoulin Island and leaving the
Georgian Bay area, the Indigenous peoples were forced to find somewhere else to be.
These disruptions caused upheaval and disarray. For some of these people, placelessness
rendered them constantly mobile. On March 31, 1837, the Coldwater-Narrows Reserve
was formally “closed.” Anderson prepared a two-page “Inventory of Real and Personal
Property” as of that date that reflected Chief Aisance’s house at Coldwater, but no
housing for chiefs Yellowhead or Snake, which may suggest that someone else may have
conducted an inventory for the Narrows.75 As numerous Methodist missionaries reported
subsequently, the aftermath of this closure was deep and extensive.76

353

DIFFERING FACTORS IN DISPOSSESSIONS, 1820-1865
More than a year after the surrender, the Chippewa (some of whom were still
centred at Coldwater trying to determine where they should go) believed that Head was
doing “good Work” to protect them from settler encroachment and that they agreed with
Head’s position that the Coldwater-Narrows Reserve had to be surrendered to protect
them from losing their buildings to settlers. Except, of course, this is what happened,
especially in the southern part of the Reserve and along the Portage Road. The settlers
had taken some buildings while others had been left to decay. Following the surrender,
no work was done on the Portage Road for at least five years.77
In addition to many people’s confusion about the surrender, which had been
expected to grant the Chippewa title to land in the British tenure system, the resulting
deep feeling likely accounted for the time it took – from two to six years – for most of the
Chippewa and the Potaganasee Ojibwa to regroup and establish themselves elsewhere.
Although the time frames seemed long, the relocation destinations that were located in
present-day Medonte Township, Simcoe County, were quite short in terms of physical
distance. The Methodist Chippewa of Chief Aisance’s group at Coldwater apparently
moved to land on the Saugeen (Bruce) Peninsula, where a 6,000-acre parcel of land was
reserved for them by the Saugeen Anishinaabeg,78 while the Roman Catholic members of
Chief Aisance’s group eventually moved to Beausoleil Island in Matchedash Bay, which
they had reserved. The Chippewa were joined on Beausoleil Island by the Potaganasee
Ojibwa. Chief Yellowhead’s group bought land, some of which had been abandoned by
settlers, in nearby Rama Township, Ontario County, 79 on which to relocate from the
Narrows. Whether based on fact, speculation, or fabrication, some colonial records

354

DIFFERING FACTORS IN DISPOSSESSIONS, 1820-1865
suggest that Chief Snake's group intended to remain with Chief Yellowhead’s group but
that they had a falling out. For example, in a letter dated at the Indian Office, Toronto,
February 23, 1841, from the Chief Superintendent of Indian Affairs, Samuel Peters Jarvis,
to James Hepkirk, Jarvis glossed over the creation and loss of the Coldwater-Narrows
Reserve and the time that the Chippewa spent moving there, living there, and then
adjusting to its loss. Instead, Jarvis simply stated that the islands in Lake Simcoe
however have not been occupied by Indians for a great many years past until a
misunderstanding arising between Chief Joseph Snake and Chief Yellowhead the
former separated himself with his followers from the latter and settled on what is
called Snake Island near Roches point [sic] which had I believe been used by
some tribe or other to plant corn upon.80

In fact, the “some tribe or other” was the Chippewa group led by Chief Snake, whose
sub-chiefs included Big Sail and Canise [Keenees], as had been known to British officials
at least since 1793.81 Jarvis may have been deflecting attention away from the “failure”
of the Coldwater-Narrows Reserve, or perhaps Jarvis could not countenance the idea that
Indigenous peoples were not homogeneous or that they could exercise any agency
respecting place, mobility, or independence. Furthermore, as suggested by the agreement
signed at the Narrows on July 3, 1839, to which the signatories included Chiefs
Yellowhead and Snake, this “disagreement” likely was overstated if, in fact, it had
occurred. The agreement stated that Chief Snake and his group could join Chief
Yellowhead's group at Rama “whenever he [Chief Snake] shall find it necessary to
remove from Snake Island.”82 Moreover this source indicates that Surtees's (1986c)
assertion that Chief Snake's group resided at Coldwater with Chief Aisance's group was
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incorrect.83 After a roughly ten-year absence, Chief Snake’s group simply returned home
from the Narrows to Snake Island in Lake Simcoe, which they had reserved.
Details concerning the surrender are scant, at least partly due to the absence of the
usual correspondence between the various hierarchical levels of the Indian Department.
The decision to exclude the local Superintendent of Indian Affairs may have been made
in order to minimize the number of people who knew the meeting was to take place, and
who was allowed to attend and to know what transpired during the meeting.84 In view of
the effort he had expended in setting up the Coldwater-Narrows Reserve, Anderson might
have cautioned his immediate superior against seeking a surrender. Regardless, his not
being invited was unlikely an oversight. Following the meeting, the Chiefs, principal
men, and representatives returned to their respective homes on the Coldwater -Narrows
Reserve, and news of the surrender spread quickly.
In addition to the unusual breach of hierarchy, Head pressed ahead with land
acquisition although land did not seem to be required for settlement. One report stated
the newly available land was popular. On May 15, 1837, in a letter concerning the size of
the former Reserve (about 9,800 acres), Anderson did not mention of the sale of the
Reserve but he did mention that “the adjoining Lots [to the Coldwater Road] are fast
filling up with Emigrant Settlers.”85 This information may have been less than factual
and more of what Anderson thought his supervisor wanted to hear. Multiple other reports
suggested that, outside of the villages, the formerly reserved land was not in great
demand, nor was military or police effort used to move the Anishinaabeg along. In the
summer following the surrender, the Mississauga Methodist missionary Rev. Peter Jones
(Kahkewaquonaby) reported from the Narrows [Methodist] Mission that the Indigenous
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people were not planting crops and neither were the settlers as the fields were growing
over.86
Seven years later, in his travel journal, which apparently was written in order to
inform prospective settlers concerning settlement potential, Ware (1844) recorded
descriptions of land to be sold in Upper Canada, including land at the Narrows, and a
newspaper clipping of Toronto prices for common farm products such as barrels of flour
and bushels of wheat as of September 6, 1844.87 Under the heading “Lake Simcoe” and
without any mention of Indigenous people, Ware (1844) offered an explanation for the
contemporary state of land use in that area:
The shores of Lake Simcoe, particularly the Eastern shore, are not so well settled
as the country farther back. The reason of this is, that extensive grants were
formerly made to half pay officers & others who are unable to clear their lands
themselves, & are unwilling to sell them unless for a price which most settlers
cannot or do not like to give. In consequence the land lies uncleared & the
country to the front of the lake has a wild deserted appearance. This is a
detriment, not only to the owners of these lands but to the many good farms which
lie immediately behind the front land. The great objection to settlers on Lake
Simcoe is that are at present [sic] no good roads. There is some talk of forming a
road & canal from Penetanguishene through Barrie on the west side of the lake
[Simcoe] to Toronto. In point of climate this part of the country is much the same
as Orillia But it may be generally observed that the climate on the shores of lake
shore is milder in winter than it is further in land, though in summer people living
near a lake are liable to be annoyed with mosquitos.88
Analysis of Ware's (1844) descriptions of “Lake Simcoe” and “Young [sic] Street”
confirms that “many standard elements of the imperial trope are present: the mastery of
the landscape, the estheticizing adjectives, the broad panorama anchored in the seer.”89
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During his travels, Ware also sketched (doubtless with more than a little artistic
license) some of what he saw. Since several of the sketches were drawn at Rama and
Coldwater in September of 1844, it is clear that while the Chippewa of Lake Couchiching
led by Chief Yellowhead had relocated from the Narrows, some of the Chippewa of Lake
Huron remained at Coldwater nearly eight years after the surrender was signed on
November 26, 1836,90 and more than seven years after the Coldwater-Narrows Reserve
was terminated on March 31, 1837. Three of Ware’s (1844) sketches are presented next
(see Figures 15, 16, and 17).

Figure 15: “Indian Village at Rama Indian Reserve, Ontario,” 1844 91
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The sketch of Rama where the Chippewa of Lake Couchiching had relocated revealed a
few tidy log homes with windows on the east shore of Lake Couchiching that had been
built on land apparently reclaimed from the dark forest beyond.92 Perhaps because his
subsequent report was supposed to inform (and attract) potential settlers, Ware (1844) did
not mention in his travel journal that the land had been available for purchase by Chief
Yellowhead's group because of the failure of several settlers, in particular, a land
speculator, to perform their land settlement duties.93 In the Rama sketch, a solitary male
figure stands on the shoreline, pointing to the right. From the pleasant country scene at
Rama, prospective non-Indigenous settlers might be reassured that the Indigenous
peoples were settling quietly and that they too could carve out a place for themselves in
the countryside there.
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Figure 16: “Indians and Canoe, Coldwater River, Coldwater, Ontario,” 1844 94

Like his sketch of the village at Rama, Ware's (1844) sketch entitled “Indians and Canoe,
Coldwater River, Coldwater, Ontario” also showed a few tidy log homes with windows
built on a shoreline with a forest beyond. This sketch of Coldwater displayed two
Anishinaabe men standing talking on the shore with a canoe drawn up on the shoreline
beside them.95 The presence of, and convenient access to, the canoe suggested that the
Chippewa of Lake Huron were able to maintain their traditional means of transportation
and economic pursuits to some extent in 1844.
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Figure 17: “Indians at Coldwater, Ontario,” 1844 96

The foreground of Ware's (1844) sketch entitled “Indians at Coldwater, Ontario” also
showed two Anishinaabe men, one viewed from the front and behind him a second man
who is viewed from the back standing beside an Anishinaabe woman. The Anishinaabe
woman wore a blanket over an ankle-length skirt that likely was of European design. In
this sketch, the log homes were replaced by a wigwam. In front of the wigwam are two
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men, who are facing to the right, one seated and the other apparently a hunter, as he is
carrying a rifle and seems to be setting out into the forest.97
Ware’s (1844) sketches of Coldwater indicated the presence of both wigwams and
houses there. In both of these sketches, the men wore western clothing except for their
footwear, the puckered tops of which reflected Anishinaabe construction.98 No settlers or
settler artifacts, such as wagons, stage coaches, or trunks of belongings, are apparent in
any of the sketches. The scenes have a calm, unhurried feel. The peacefulness of the
scenes and the almost folk art-like presentation of the Anishinaabe people perhaps was
intended to persuade prospective settlers that the Indigenous peoples were nonthreatening, thus reassuring readers that it was safe to emigrate there. The scenes also felt
spacious and pastoral, perhaps encouraging potential settlers that there was room for
them to start a new life in Simcoe County. Moreover, the sketches are not set in the
depths of winter. In these ways, the sketches wordlessly inform prospective settlers of
the potential benefits to emigrating to this part of Upper Canada. Through the complete
omission of any indication of Indigenous rights to the land or any injustice in their
dispossession, the sketches and journal entries also silently reproduce the normalcy of
settlement and the reproduction of British economic and social ways in Upper Canada.
In July of 1852, Jones again reported on the former Reserve lands:
Early this morning, took stage for Sturgeon Bay, over the Cold Water [sic] road.
Passed the old Indian houses along this road, most of which have fallen to decay;
and the fields the poor Indians cleared are now overgrown with under-brush and
briars. Such are the works of our great father, Sir F. B. Head, who considered
Indians in the way of civilization, and therefore urged them to leave their houses
and farms in order that the white people might settle on these lands and make a
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good road from one lake to the other. But how have matters turned out. [sic]
Instead of a flourishing white settlement, and a fine road, nearly the whole tract is
turning back to its primitive wild state; and the Indians who were once
comfortably located on their farms, are now eking out a miserable existence in
Rama, or on the sandy banks of the Island of Beausoleil. The curse of the Great
Spirit evidently rested on this act of the white man.99

As Jones’s (1837, 1852) and Ware’s (1844) reports seem to suggest, plenty of land
seemed to be available for settlement in the area surrounding the Reserve for several
decades after its surrender. Despite the perceived challenges of affordability and
accessibility, however, the villages retained their appeal. For example, within a few
weeks after the surrender, the innkeeper at the Narrows, J. M. Lawrence,100 and one of
the Anishinaabe children’s schoolteachers, Andrew Moffatt,101 were among the first to
request to purchase some of the land from the former Reserve. Another applicant was the
Master Carpenter involved in constructing the buildings at Coldwater,102 Thomas Boyd,
who wished to purchase an acre of land at Coldwater on which to establish
“Carpenter’s[,] Cabinetmaker’s[,] Wheelers[,] and Blacksmith’s Shops.”103 These people
quickly sloughed off their support roles in order to take advantage of the opportunity
afforded by Head’s actions and thereby to benefit from the Anishinaabe peoples’
adversity. Meanwhile, attention paid to the Chippewa varied in response to the settlers’
larger context in the colony.
Methodists Went Silent About Indigenous Peoples and Issues
Excepting “The Indian Mother’s Wail” by Epsiloni which was published in the
Christian Guardian on October 19, 1836, the little that was published about Indigenous
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issues in the fall of 1836 and the winter of 1837 had taken place at a safe distance from
the settled south of Upper Canada. A serialized account of a “Mission Tour on Lake
Huron,” dated at the St. Clair Wesleyan Mission, August 26, 1836, by Rev. James Evans,
was published in four parts in the Christian Guardian: part 1 on September 28, 1836,104
part 2 on November 2, 1836,105 part 3 on November 9, 1836,106 and part 4 on January 4,
1837.107 Then, on February 22, 1837, “Religion in the Wilds of Lake Superior!” was
published.108 Otherwise, there does not appear to have been any coverage of Indigenous
people or issues. Instead, the Methodists' attention seemed focussed on the sale of the
Clergy Reserves. For example, supplements concerning this topic were printed in the
Christian Guardian on December 21, 1836, and on December 24, 1836.109
The clergy reserves were not a new idea. As noted earlier in this chapter, the
clergy reserves had been designed into the colony. Once Upper Canadian Surveyor
General David William Smith’s 1792 “chequered” plan of distributing reserves in
townships was adopted, one-seventh of every township surveyed was classified as a
Crown reserve and another one-seventh was classified as a clergy reserve, connecting the
land to money through expectations of revenues deriving from the reserves. Imperial and
colonial officials linked the clergy reserves to the “established church,” the Church of
England, much to the chagrin of other religious denominations. In practice, as the clergy
reserves were laid out, and some were quietly leased to settlers, linking those reserves to
revenue generation for the Government as well. As Wilson (1968) pointed out, proposed
rectory endowments under Colborne made the clergy reserves a flash point and made his
continued governance role in Upper Canada tenuous.110 Colborne’s successor as
Lieutenant-Governor, Head, appealed for loyalty. Accusations of disloyalty were hurled
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and sometimes damaged reputations. Accusations of disloyalty were longstanding as
were claims of loyalty. Although the War of 1812 had greatly reduced the number of
American clergymen visiting the colony until about 1830 when a revival in the United
States prompted their return,111 Canadian Methodists were suspected of having
republican leanings during the Rebellion in Upper Canada. Rumours must have
abounded since senior Methodist officials in Upper Canada wrote a letter to Sir John
Colborne, which subsequently was published in the Christian Guardian on July 2, 1834,
to thank Colborne for, and perhaps remind him of, their previous work together.112 They
wrote to acknowledge “Your Excellency's condescension and kind co-operation with the
Wesleyan Methodist Missionary Society, in promoting the religious and moral
improvement of the Indians and destitute settlers in the Province,” to affirm their
allegiance to the British Crown, and to disavow supporting any “Revolutionary principles
and purposes.”113 Christie and Gauvreau (2010) argued that
After the 1837 Rebellion, in which many Methodist clergymen were suspected of
radicalism, the Methodist leadership wished to affirm their links with the colonial
government in order to expunge the taint of republicanism. This had direct
implications for their missionary endeavours, which became intertwined with a
growing colonial ‘humanitarian’ intrusion into the lives of Native peoples.114

Whether through inherent political moderation, preoccupation with other-worldly
things, or as a matter of self-preservation, the Methodists seemed to have opposed
extreme political reform. One year later, on September 30, 1835, the Christian Guardian
reprinted a letter written to the editor of the British Whig by a reformer from Lenox [sic]
and Addington counties, decrying William Lyon Mackenzie’s “ravings” in his recent
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“advice” to his constituents.115 Perhaps the Methodists correlated republican and
reformist ideas to the same degree as did some other Indigenous and non-Indigenous
people in Upper Canada. Regardless, in view of the accusations, Egerton Ryerson felt
compelled to leave his post as editor of the Christian Guardian to travel to England to
protest the accusations made against his loyalty by the Reformers in Upper Canada.116
Having previously reported on the issue,117 Ryerson likely prevailed upon the Imperial
government to allocate a share of the clergy reserves to the Methodists while he was in
England. Ryerson’s replacement as editor of the Christian Guardian, Ephraim Evans,
did not report on the Methodist conference attendees’ constrained criticism of the
proposed rectory endowments. Evans may have anticipated that coverage of Indigenous
people or issues might lead to further accusations of disloyalty, but, in any event, those
topics were simply pushed out of the foreground. There were no further reports on the
topic from Epsiloni, Mr. Law, or Egerton Ryerson. Not even Methodist convert and
missionary Rev. Peter Jones (Kahkewaquonaby) breathed a word (or perhaps he was not
allowed to breathe a word) about his own people, the Mississauga, or about their northern
neighbours, the Chippewa. The Christian Guardian continued its silence concerning
Head's land acquisitions and their impacts on Indigenous peoples, notably the Chippewa,
until late in the spring of 1837.
Methodist Discussion of Chippewa Peoples and Issues Resumed
In 1837, Methodists resumed public discussion and defense of the Chippewa. On
May 6, 1837, Methodist missionary Jonathan Scott reported in the Christian Guardian
concerning the Narrows part of the former Reserve that
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The state of the Indian work at this place is far from being wholly satisfactory,
owing chiefly to the attempt to remove the tribe, and the incessant exertions of the
neighbouring fire-water men to insnare [sic] them.118

A month later, on June 5, 1837, also concerning the Chippewa, Scott reported that
Their expected removal has brought them into low circumstances, and the almost
general failure of their crops has brought them into lower […] This is a hated,
pursued, persecuted body; and perhaps they have never spent a year, since
civilized, with more poverty in their condition and sadness in their hearts.119

Similarly, on July 24, 1837, the Mississauga Methodist missionary, Rev. Peter Jones
(Kahkewaquonaby), wrote in his journal concerning the Chippewa from the Narrows part
of the former Reserve that he “was sorry to perceive that these people have almost wholly
neglected their planting. This is some of the fruits of His Excellency Sir F. B. Head’s
administration of Indian affairs.”120 The next day, Jones wrote that he had
Engaged a team to take our baggage to Coldwater. The Coldwater settlement of
Indians appears to be quite broken up, and the fields are growing over with weeds
and bushes. Another exhibition of our Governor’s measures with the Indians.121

The Chippewa of Lake Couchiching were faring somewhat better. Again in 1838,
colonial law had made land available for the Chippewa while serving the interests of the
colonial authorities both by acquiring the Reserve land and not having to fund the land on
which some of the Chippewa could resettle. Simcoe County historian Andrew F. Hunter
(1909a) reported that
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According to the surveyor, Chas. Rankin, quoted in Lord Durham’s Report (p.
174, edn. 1902), the settlers of Rama Township, after a trial of three years, had
abandoned their farms on which they had made improvements. They had met
with such serious difficulties from being separated by lands in the midst of their
settlements owned by speculators, who had no intention of settling them, that they
had not made the necessary roads. In this way Rama had become available for the
Indians in 1838.122

In addition to the availability of land, the appeals of Rama may have included its
location very near a familiar body of water, Lake Couchiching, and its relative isolation
in Ontario County, that is, its not being located on a major settler thoroughfare in Simcoe
County. In these ways Rama offered some of the benefits of an island, without potential
challenges such as a shortage of firewood. Rama was convenient both to remove to and
to get away from dense settler populations. The major parcels acquired to create the
Rama Reserve in Rama Township, Ontario County, and an unlawful seizure from the
Rama Reserve are listed in the following table. Although the land was purchased outright
under the British system, the size of the Rama Reserve did not remain constant. Details
of the purchases and surrenders can be found in Volumes I and II of Indian Treaties and
Surrenders, From 1680 to 1890, in Two Volumes.123 The “surrenders” of parts of the
Rama Reserve and several of the reserved islands following the study period serve to
illustrate the relentless nature of dispossession and the diverse justifications, such as
railway and road building, that have been used to take more land from Indigenous
peoples, while the “exchange” of land suggests the active engagement of the Anishinaabe
in determining their future.
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Table 9: Rama Reserve Land Purchases, Exchange, and Losses

Date
1838

Type
Purchase

Parcel Acquired/Lost
Initially, 1,600 acres of land were purchased
for £800 for the Rama Reserve from the
Chippewa’s annuities. The Chippewa paid
“Twelve Shillings and Six Pence per acre”
for this land.124 Perhaps because its
acquisition was approved by an Order in
Council,125 this purchase is not listed
separately in Indian Treaties and
Surrenders, from 1680 to 1890, in Two
Volumes, but it is mentioned in the February
20, 1845, affidavit of purchases to date, in
that volume.126

November 29,
1843

Purchase

On November 29, 1843, “for and in
consideration of the sum of two hundred and
sixty-seven pounds seven shillings and six
pence of lawful money,” the following
blocks of land, comprising approximately
713 acres, were purchased on behalf of the
Chippewa of Lake Couchiching by William
Benjamin Robinson: 183 acres in Lots 26
and 27 on the front concession on Lake
Couchiching, 80 acres in Lot 46, also on the
front concession on Lake Couchiching, 250
acres in Lots 15 and 16 in the sixth
concession, and 200 acres in Lot 16, in the
seventh concession.127 Curiously, this sale
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Date

Type

Parcel Acquired/Lost
of land by a colonial official to the Crown
has been termed a treaty (No. 87) and it has
been described as “the first of the ‘Robinson
Treaties’ with the Indians, whereby over 700
acres of the District of Simcoe were ‘set
aside to be held in trust for the use of the
Chippewa Tribe of Lake Simcoe.’ ”128
Furthermore, although the same author
claimed that Chief Yellowhead was a
signatory to the treaty,129 his presence is not
mentioned and his signature is not indicated
on the treaty text in Volume I of Indian
Treaties and Surrenders, From 1680 to
1890.130

February 20,

Affidavit of

Affidavit listing multiple purchases made in

1845

purchases to date

Rama Township by the Chief
Superintendents of Indian Affairs, first
James Givins and then Samuel Peters Jarvis,
on behalf of the Chippewa: Lots 6, 9, 10, 17,
32 and parts of 7, 8 and 16, Front Con., Lot
25, Con. 1; Lot 25 and parts of -23 and 24,
Con. 2; Lots 19 and 25, Con. 3; Lots 19 and
20, Con. 4; and parts of Lots 19 and 20,
Con. 5.131
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Date
Ca. 1845

Type

Parcel Acquired/Lost

Illegal

Although the Chippewa of Lake

administrative

Couchiching “as members of a band

seizure

occupying a reserve in common, [were] by
law exempt from taxes and assessments
…,”132 in response to a petition from the
Chippewa, an 1847 investigation confirmed
that “About two years ago [ca. 1845] thirty
three acres of land (on part of which their
village stands) were sold for taxes by the
Sheriff of the Home District, and Purchased
by Mr. Osborne a land agent in Toronto.”133
It is not clear why the Home District did not
rectify its mistake by repurchasing the land
at its expense or forcing Mr. Osborne who,
as a “land agent,” ought reasonably to have
known better, to relinquish the land, or
whether the subsequent purchase by the
Chippewa was actually a repurchase of part
of the land that had been sold in error.

February 12,
1848

Purchase

Described as “Treaty No. 58,” Anderson
purchased two blocks of land, 17 acres and
16 acres, respectively, parts of Lots 5 and 6,
‘Front Con.,’ of Rama Township for 99
pounds134 from William Osborne of Toronto
“for and on behalf of the Chiefs, Warriors
and people of the Chippewa Tribe of Indians
of Lakes Huron and Simcoe.”135
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Date
August 26, 1873

Type
Surrender for sale

Parcel Acquired/Lost
The Chippewa surrendered multiple parcels
of land from the Reserve for a right-of-way
for the Northern Railway through the
Township. The land was “to be sold for
their benefit.”136

February 10,

Surrender for

The Chippewa surrendered part of Lot 16,

1876

exchange

Con. 6 (116 acres). No explanation
provided for surrender but it may have been
the Chippewa side of the exchange with
John Moon Trenouth.137

May 5, 1876

Surrender for

Surrender by John Moon Trenouth and

exchange

Agnes Ann Trenouth of land in Rama
Township to the Crown for “the sum of six
hundred and eighty dollars.” Surveyor's
sketch appended to the surrender text shows
parcels to be exchanged with the
Chippewa.138

January 18, 1877

Surrender for sale

The Chippewa surrendered parts of Lots 16
and 17, totalling about “seventeen (17)
acres” on Lake Coucheching [sic].139 No
explanation provided for surrender.
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Date
September 14,

Type
Surrender for sale

1885

Parcel Acquired/Lost
The Chippewa surrendered “one quarter of
one acre, be the same more or less, and
being composed of part of lot number seven,
in the front range of said [Rama]
Township.” No explanation provided for
surrender.140

November 4,

Surrender for sale

1885

The Chippewa surrender “that certain island
situate in Lake Couchiching aforesaid,
known as Horse Island.” No explanation
provided for surrender.141

December 27,
1888

Surrender for sale

The Chippewa surrender “by
admeasurement fourteen and one-half acres,
be the same more or less, and being
composed of Heron Island, in Lake
Coucheching, aforesaid.” No explanation
provided for surrender.142

Like Chief Yellowhead’s group, Chief Joseph Snake’s group also regrouped
comparatively quickly. They decided to return to the place they had left to move to the
Coldwater-Narrows Reserve. By 1838, Chief Snake and his group, a total of 109 people,
had returned to Snake Island in Lake Simcoe.143 This group’s solution to placelessness
was simply to return home. The situation was not as simple, however, for the Chippewa
of Lake Huron, whether the members remained in their Methodist or Roman Catholic
group or struck out on their own. Two years after the termination of the Reserve, in
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1839, many of the Chippewa were “wandering about from one island to another” in
Georgian Bay144 Collectively, the Chippewa of Lake Huron took six years to regroup.
Originally, Chief John Aisance had planned to settle his predominantly Roman Catholic
group at the mouth of the Severn River where they had land and a sawmill.145 In 1842,
he acquiesced to his group's preference, however, and so they settled on Beausoleil Island
in Matchedash Bay,146 where eventually they were joined for a time by many of the
Potaganasee Ojibwa (see Chapter 7). Following the study period, both Chippewa groups
were forced to relocate again and for the same reason: poor soil conditions meant living
on an island was unsustainable. By this time, the Chippewa did not have the freedom to
choose where to live. Moreover, instead of simply being granted another island, in 1856,
the Chippewa of Lake Huron had to surrender islands in Lake Simcoe (Plum, Pa-pushquan, Sain-gau-be-quon-daig, and Esh-put-e-nang Islands), Lake Couchiching (Pumpkin
Island), and Georgian Bay147 in order to retain, and move to, the Christian Islands –
Christian, Esh-qua-quin-daig, and Na-tow-wang-ga Islands (known by settlers as
Christian, Hope, and Beckwith Islands) – in Georgian Bay.148 The colonial officials had
helped themselves generously to Indigenous lands, not infrequently without its having
been ceded, but their generosity did not extend to Indigenous peoples.
Previous Scholarship Concerning the Reserve
Rather than focusing on the Indigenous groups who experienced dispossession,
previous research has focused almost exclusively on the Reserve. Scholars who have
diagnosed the reasons for the failure of the Coldwater-Narrows Reserve as a selfsufficient autonomous agricultural community have based their rationales on an

374

DIFFERING FACTORS IN DISPOSSESSIONS, 1820-1865
assumption that the Reserve was meant to succeed. Campbell (2005) argued that the
presumed success of the Coldwater model agricultural settlement led to its being
relocated to Manitoulin Island in 1836 “because of its isolation from whites,”149 which is
accurate only insofar as the Indian Agent, not the Anishinaabeg from Coldwater-Narrows
Reserve, was relocated to the Island to set up a new “Establishment.” The research
presented in this chapter suggests that the assumption that the Reserve was meant to
succeed may have been faulty. Instead, the reserve seemed to be designed to fail.
For example, Sims (1992) enumerated several reasons for the Reserve’s failure,
including denominational conflicts, settler encroachment, and fear of settlers’ diseases, as
well as interest in maintaining traditional lifestyles.150 According to Surtees (1966), the
Coldwater-Narrows Reserve failed because the Indian Department provided too little
leadership because of its decentralized structure and internal conflicts and because all of
the Chippewa and Potaganasee Ojibwa groups involved had not taken up assimilation as
enthusiastically as the colonial authorities had expected.151 The latter assessment can be
challenged for several reasons. First, although the Indian Department staff were widely
distributed, centralized control was exerted through its militaristic structure and its often
formerly military personnel, plus the constant stream of correspondence that allowed
department headquarters to maintain surveillance on the departmental outposts. Indian
Department staff members were keenly aware of their subordinate positions in the chain
of command and many of them clearly were loathe to take initiative, preferring to act on
orders. When such orders were not in hand, they were requested and action was delayed
until the requested orders were received. Moreover, the Anishinaabe groups had their
own leadership, which persisted despite their respective groups’ decline in status (largely
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based on military utility) from the colonial perspective. With respect to the
interdenominational conflicts that existed among the Indian Department officials and the
Anishinaabe converts to the Anglican, Methodist, and Roman Catholic faiths,152 it is
likely that this factor did not play a significant role in the surrender as fourteen miles
separated the mostly Roman Catholic Chippewa and Potaganasee at/near Coldwater and
the mostly Protestant Chippewa at the Narrows. Settler encroachment, in particular
taking advantage of the ease of access to Lake Huron provided by the Coldwater Road,153
would have played a more significant role in demoralizing the Anishinaabe residents of
the Reserve. While assimilation may have been the colonial goal, demoralization was an
outcome. Johnson (1982) argued that the Coldwater-Narrows Reserve “was designed to
act as a magnet to neighbouring bands as well as the [non-Indigenous] immigrant
population.”154 Repeated reassurances that access to hunting grounds would continue
likely encouraged land surrenders so the Chippewa could maintain their previous
economic pursuits. To view the Chippewa’s exercise of their rights as a failure also
indicates that assimilation, rather than civilization, was the colonial objective.
Alternatively, the overarching aim may have been elimination through erasure, rendering
the Chippewa groups placeless and invisible. The unrelenting pressure exerted to obtain
the surrenders and dispossess the Chippewa supports the latter interpretation. Handy
(1978) confirmed that colonial acquisition of the Reserve had two purposes. He wrote
that
The forced Ojibwa [Chippewa] abandonment of the Coldwater-Narrows enclave
was both a dramatic instance of the process [of colonial pressure to surrender land
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for non-Indigenous settlement] Copway describes and a warning to other Ojibwa
in Upper Canada.155

Thus, according to Handy (1978), the Reserve’s “failure” was actually a policy success
whereby land was acquired and, in the doubtful event they were not already aware, other
Indigenous groups were put on notice of what was to come.
While the Coldwater-Narrows Reserve may not have been intentionally designed
to fail, its failure certainly was ensured by oversight and by inaction. As noted, choosing
the military road that followed the earlier portage trail for the central axis of the
Coldwater-Narrows Reserve was problematic as it was the most direct route between
Lake Simcoe on the south and Matchedash Bay on Georgian Bay on the northwest.156
Following the Reserve’s surrender, on October 5, 1839, the Methodist missionary Rev.
Sylvester Hurlburt reported about the Coldwater Road, which ran through the former
Reserve, that
This being, as you know, a regular thoroughfare from Toronto to
Penetangwahshine [sic] in the Summer season, rendered it an unfit place for
Indians.157

If the Methodist missionary was aware that it was a “regular thoroughfare,” then the
colonial officials must have known this as well. The choice of the military road for the
Coldwater-Narrows Reserve is even more puzzling when the soil conditions are taken
into account. The senior government officials had been fully informed by missionaries
familiar with the areas, as well as by their own subordinate, that the soil conditions were
poor at both the north and south ends of the Reserve. All such reports concerning the
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Reserve were disregarded. Like the choice of the military road that shaped the Reserve,
this inattention is puzzling given how central farming was supposed to be to the
Indigenous peoples becoming “civilized.” The Indigenous peoples too were aware that
the location of the reserve was problematic. Moreover, with respect to Chippewa
requests for land on which to resettle, honouring the Chippewa’s 1830 request but not
honouring the Chippewa’s 1832 request, was inconsistent.
Perhaps in 1832 the Lieutenant-Governor was perturbed by the lack of “progress”
at the Reserve, or he had expected assimilation to have taken a greater hold, or he was
preoccupied with other matters. Regardless, this situation points to the influence of
changing personnel and the shifting policies as technologies that collectively created
confusion and reduced accountability. For example, personnel changes occurred at all
levels. In the junior ranks, personnel changes usually resulted from Indian Department
reorganizations. In contrast, in the senior ranks, personnel changes usually resulted from
political reasons that typically were not associated with the Indigenous peoples despite
having an impact on them. The senior ranks changed more frequently, which affected
how quickly policy could change as, regardless of who may have conveyed their ideas,
policy was set by senior officials and carried out by junior staff members.
Policy changes occurred because of contextual factors, including British pressure
to reduce expenditures from Britain, the growing capacity for colonial self-government,
growing humanitarianism deriving from the abolition movement, and concern for
“solving” the “Indian problem,” which never recognized the colonists’ creation of
Indigenous peoples’ problems, such as those resulting from the structuralization of
poverty. Policy changes included the payment for Indigenous peoples’ land, which
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changed from lump sum payments to annual annuities and eventually to commutation to
a trust fund. These changes of course only affected Indigenous groups that had been
awarded annuities. Lump sum payments and annuities were paid to Indigenous groups
that had signed surrender agreements and treaties, although not all Indigenous peoples
who signed agreements and treaties received either. Furthermore, this case illustrated
Imperial or colonial administrators establishing policies (sometimes short-lived policies)
and making promises or having their subordinates make promises on their behalf but then
subsequently failing to support local front-line staff who attempted to execute the policies
or to carry out the promises. The “civilization” policy served colonial and Imperial
interests in Upper Canada and later Canada West. Although the policy often was framed
as benevolent and paternal, in the end it seemed to be a way to dispossess Indigenous
peoples, not only of their traditional hunting lands but also of land purportedly reserved
for them, and to confine them to smaller and smaller parcels of land. Notwithstanding
the previous scholarship and reasoned perspectives concerning the Reserve, the question
still begs: Under which circumstances was the Reserve surrendered, if indeed it was
surrendered?
What May or May Not Have Happened
Details concerning the surrender are scant, at least partly due to the absence of the
usual correspondence between the various hierarchical levels of the Indian Department.
It may have been a strategic decision to exclude the local Superintendent of Indian
Affairs from the surrender meeting. Following the meeting, the Chiefs, principal men,
and representatives returned to their respective homes on the Coldwater-Narrows
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Reserve, and news of the surrender spread quickly. Although plenty of land was
available for settlement in the surrounding area, due in part to speculator landholders’
failure to perform their settlement duties, some of the people whose work had been to
support the Anishinaabe groups were among the first to request to purchase land from the
surrendered Reserve.158 Their requests appear to have been largely successful. Although
Master Carpenter Thomas Boyd's name does not appear on the list, in 1837, ten other
individuals bought land in Medonte Township, in which Coldwater was located at the
north end of the former Reserve.159 Gerald Alley, who had been employed to teach
farming to the Anishinaabeg at the Narrows as Captain Anderson was based at
Coldwater,160 was the first person to buy land surrendered at the Narrows, while one of
the Anishinaabe children's teachers at the Narrows, Andrew Moffatt, and his wife, the
former Miss Mercy Miner Manwaring, a Methodist woman who also taught at the
Narrows,161 purchased multiple parcels of land surrendered at the Narrows.162 These
purchasers’ supporting roles ended once they could take advantage of the opportunity
created by the Anishinaabe peoples’ declining fortunes, which suggests that their
motivation had been to profit rather than to support.
Partly as a result of gaps in the records, which might have been intentional,
questions abound concerning the surrender of the Reserve. The general dismay and
disarray following news of the surrender suggests that the members of the three
Chippewa groups were surprised by this sudden reversal of fortune. This situation
indicated that the Chiefs and principal men had not achieved consensus on the surrender
of the reserve, if indeed that is what they thought they were signing. Was this a failure of
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Anishinaabe governance as well as of colonial governance? Why were some of the
chiefs so anxious to meet with Head in Toronto in November of 1836? What did Head
say at the Narrows earlier in the fall, and did it differ from what was said in Toronto in
November of 1836? Regardless, did what was said match what was written on the
surrender document? In short, what did the Chiefs think they were signing?
As these questions suggest, the surrender itself was puzzling and problematic.
Likely more as a result of the Royal Proclamation of 1763 and other Instructions than of
respect for Indigenous governance traditions, it was not typical for treaty-making to have
only a few signatories rather than many or to have signatories sign surrender documents
in secret rather than in public. Perhaps the treaty was a forgery. Given the number of
senior colonial signatories, however, this may have been less likely than misrepresenting
the terms of the Indigenous people who could not read English. If the treaty was not
accepted, it would have been invalid. If the treaty was accepted, it would have been
accommodationist.
It is also not clear why the Chiefs themselves attended the secret meeting, thereby
breaking the protocols of the Royal Proclamation of 1763. This action may have
indicated there was internal dissent among factions within the Chippewa groups. If so,
the colonial authorities may have taken the opportunity, as they often had, to divide and
conquer the Indigenous groups. This point only seems relevant to Chief Yellowhead as
he was actively seeking land for his group within a month of the surrender. He also
would have been the most motivated, however, as he had recent experience with the
challenges of living on an island, which he still “owned” and to which he could have
returned.
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The Chiefs and principal men who were allowed to be present (the number was
limited to four) may have been misled or mistaken or misjudged what they were agreeing
to surrender by signing the treaty. It is possible that the leaders were manipulated for
colonial ends. The treaty may have been an exercise to cover a deal, an agreement to
exchange the Reserve for something else. If this was the case, surely the Chippewa
leadership should have pressed for land or for annual annuities in exchange for
surrendering the Reserve, rather than the promise of one-third of revenues of land sales at
some undefined point in the future in exchange for surrendering most of the tiny fraction
that remained of their traditional land.
Questions also abound concerning the apparent secrecy around the surrender of the
Reserve within the Chippewa groups. Although many of them remained unsettled
elsewhere, on August 2, 1838, the Chippewa assembled in council and clearly rejected
Manitoulin Island as a destination, instead reaching “an unanimous determination to
settle themselves as near as it was practicable to the Sites of the Old Villages of
Coldwater & the Narrows.”163
Two years after the surrender, the Chief Superintendent of Indian Affairs, Samuel
Peters Jarvis, advised John Macaulay, Secretary to the new Lieutenant Governor, Sir
George Arthur, that during his discussions with the Chippewa groups, Sir Francis Head
had offered the Chippewa a choice
either to remove to the Great Manitoulin Island, where an Indian Settlement on an
extensive scale was contemplated, or to occupy any of the unsurveyed Lands to
the North, but yet in the vicinity of the present Habitations.164
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Following the November 1836 surrender, however, there seemed to be a great deal of
confusion among the Chippewa groups’ memberships about what exactly had transpired
and where they should go next. Perhaps based on the previous information that they
would be given management of their affairs at the Reserve, most of the Chippewa thought
that they had obtained title to the Coldwater-Narrows Reserve, not that their Chiefs and
representatives had surrendered it.
Somehow, after the Chiefs and principal men returned to their respective groups,
news of the surrender became known to the members. Whether curiously or predictably,
they turned to Anderson, who seemed to have been the last to know about the surrender.
In his version of the events, Anderson had learned about the surrender from the
Chippewa. The Chippewa told Anderson the news of the surrender before the letters of
November 30, 1836, and December 6, 1836, from the Indian Department reached him in
Coldwater. On December 17, 1836, in a letter that was also marked “Private,” Anderson
advised the Indian Department Clerk, William Hepburn, that
Before the receipt of your two privates [sic] of the 30th Ult & 6th instant both
received 12th inst, I was apprised by the Indians of the arrangements entered into
between them and the Government for the Reserve from Coldwater to the
Narrows.165

What Anderson did not say was more interesting than what he did say. Anderson did not
specify whether “the Indians” who told him of the surrender were Chiefs or principal
men, or ordinary members of the Chippewa groups. Anderson also did not make any
comment about not being informed about the surrender earlier or about being excluded
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from the treaty signing. He must have felt concerned about having been left out,
however, as he did ask to be advised about his future with the Department. Anderson
wrote
Having taken it into my head that changes, if not reductions, will most likely be
made in the Dept. I will feel thankful if you are acquainted with the Subject, &
can consistently, let me know what will be done with me.166

Perhaps in an effort to shore up his career (and income), Anderson also advised Hepburn
that the surrender was not being well received by the Indigenous peoples. He wrote
The Indians are in a quandary quite undecided where to take up their future
residence, they do not know what is best for themselves, and unless the Governor
can be pleased to direct them, the probability is they will again be scattered about
the Country, wretched objects of misery.167

Regardless of his personal motivation, Anderson’s prediction concerning indecision was
accurate (albeit self-serving in its disregard of colonial responsibility) as many of the
Chippewa people from the Coldwater-Narrows Reserve took from two to six years to reestablish themselves somewhere off the Reserve. Regardless, all of the Chippewa
resisted leaving the southern Georgian Bay area. Although many of them remained
unsettled elsewhere, on August 2, 1838, the Chippewa assembled in council and clearly
rejected Manitoulin Island as a destination, instead reaching “an unanimous
determination to settle themselves as near as it was practicable to the Sites of the Old
Villages of Coldwater & the Narrows.”168
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Concluding Thoughts About How Dubious “Surrenders” Were Effective at
Dispossession
This chapter has provided an overview of the serial dispossessions of the
Chippewa of Lakes Huron, Couchiching, and Simcoe, with a particular focus on the
surrender of the Coldwater-Narrows Reserve. Most of what played out on the ground
respecting the surrender of the Reserve is unclear, but it is clear that the Chippewa lost
their Reserve. It is also clear that colonization could be erratic. Hierarchies of power and
rules of order appear fixed and yet they could become flexible, depending on the
intentions of those at a higher level in the hierarchy. The people who made the rules did
not have to follow them, either respecting Indigenous peoples or, as demonstrated
respecting Captain Anderson, their own staff. As had been the case with Captain Le
Breton, simply being a male, English-speaking settler holding a military title and/or a
colonial office was no guarantee of being a member of the in-crowd, at least not on a
permanent basis.
Head’s acquisition of the Reserve was consistent with his sweep of Indigenous
land in the province in 1836. Head, whose unorthodox and unauthorized practices
comprised an anomaly in governance that set in motion dispossession on a massive scale,
led the metaphoric land hunters of his time. For Head, the hunt was real. He exerted and
maintained steady pressure to acquire Indigenous land. The pressure to surrender came
in waves, whether exerted by the Lieutenant-Governor alone or by Indian Department
officials singly or in groups. These contractions eventually forced acquiescence to
colonial demands. In this way, the iterative and cyclical attempts to dispossess
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Indigenous peoples, including the Chippewa of Lakes Huron, Couchiching, and Simcoe,
of their lands, illustrated that dispossession was a process, not an event.
Head was successful in acquiring a great deal of Indigenous land at very little
cost. Indigenous peoples had been removed as “impediments to progress.” The changing
senior personnel, including Lieutenant-Governors, Governors General, and Secretaries of
State for War and the Colonies, meant that continuity and knowledge were lost and an
unstable environment was created. The Chippewa of Lakes Huron, Couchiching, and
Simcoe were not able to retain their traditional lands or land that had been reserved for
them. This case study advances the argument that dispossession experiences differed by
illustrating that, while the rationales for dispossession and the rapidly changing sociopolitical environment may have been the same, Anishinaabe groups’ responses to change
and options for destinations differed. Providing another example of the surprises that
colonization held, the Chippewa of Lake Couchiching’s autonomy and agency in decision
making benefitted twice from colonial land regulations requiring settlement duties that,
from absentee landlords’ neglect of their duties, which in turn had caused settlers to fail
and abandon their farms, made land available for the Chippewa to acquire (at their own
expense).
This case study complicated the assumption that all relocations were caused by
direct or indirect exertion of power by Imperial or colonial governments. Despite the
obvious shortcomings of the Reserve, steps were not taken to settle the Anishinaabe
groups in a feasible environment, even though they had successfully requested such a
resettlement at least once. Similarly, within- and between-group experiences also varied.
Following the surrender, two of the Chippewa groups benefitted from previously having
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reserved islands, while the third Chippewa group benefitted from being stubbornly
resourceful and from having the financial wherewithal to put their plans into action.
Moreover, the latter group benefitted from absentee landlords’ neglect of their duties,
which had caused settlers to fail and abandon their farms.
Two years after the surrender, the Chief Superintendent of Indian Affairs, Samuel
Peters Jarvis, advised John Macaulay, Secretary to the new Lieutenant Governor, Sir
George Arthur, that during his discussions with the Chippewa groups, Sir Francis Head
apparently had offered the Chippewa a choice between relocating to Great Manitoulin
Island or to unsettled (and, as yet, unwanted) lands north of where they were located.169
Perhaps because they were accustomed to moving throughout their large territories, the
Chippewa did not allow attachment to a small, specific place to impede their survival.
Their “place” had been and was large enough to support them.
The complexity of the concepts of place dependence and place identity respecting
the functional uses of places and how well these serve the achievement of people’s goals
are reflected in the conclusions reached by the Chippewa of Lakes Huron, Couchiching,
and Simcoe. For these communities, the emotional and symbolic meanings associated
with particular settings were associated more strongly with their freedom to be
themselves in their own place than with one particular physical place. Like the
Potaganasee Ojibwa, pragmatism and realism figured strongly in the Chippewa’s place
dependence and place identity. With respect to the practice of assigning meaning to
places and peoples, it may be that, since the Reserve was crowded by surveyed townships
and settlers, what was at stake for the colonizers was that it was uncomfortable to see
Anishinaabe people exerting their “power to make places of spaces.”170 Speculation such
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as this is necessitated because the documentary record concerning the dispossession of
the Chippewa of Lakes Huron, Couchiching, and Simcoe is incomplete, preventing our
knowledge and interpretation of events from being complete. However, analysis of their
dispossession still has value. As Haraway (1988) argued, “it is possible to have partial
knowledge and, given awareness of that partial knowledge, to speak with partial
authority.”171 Similarly, presenting what is known also serves a function. Similarly, as
Foucault (1966/1970/1994) affirmed, representation can be witnessing,172 which points to
the need for researchers to study and bear witness to historical dispossession such as that
of the Chippewa of Lakes Huron, Couchiching, and Simcoe, despite the incompleteness
of the documentary record. Over time, despite serial relocations and steady settler
encroachment, the Chippewa of Lakes Huron, Couchiching, and Simcoe demonstrated
their place attachment by staying as close to home as possible on and near Georgian Bay.
Unanswered questions remain about the Chippewa of Lakes Huron, Couchiching,
and Simcoe respecting their loss of place. If any answers had been forthcoming from the
Chiefs and principal men who signed the surrender, they have not been made known to
non-Indigenous scholars. Certainly, the colonial records have not answered the
questions. It may be that both direct and indirect pressure was exerted to get these
Anishinaabe peoples to surrender their reserved land. Despite the mystery surrounding
the surrender of the Reserve, however, there is no doubt that the Chippewa were
dispossessed of it. The relationship between varying and sometimes anomalous
behaviours of quickly changing Lieutenant-Governors that facilitated government
abdication of responsibility and the serial dispossessions of the Chippewa of Lakes
Huron, Couchiching, and Simcoe suggested that these dispossessions were not isolated,
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singular events, but rather that they were part of a larger process of dispossession.
Further to this larger process, the next chapter will assess the serial attempts to dispossess
the Manitoulin Anishinaabeg, which involved the use and utility of the colonial
extinction narrative and pretense, including by Head, and the political expediency of
Indigenous land acquisition when non-Indigenous settlers’ need for land was doubtful.
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Chapter 9. Case Study: Stalked by Metaphoric (and Real) Land Hunters1: The
Dispossession of the Manitoulin Anishinaabeg, 1836-1862, Illustrating the Themes of
Autonomy and Agency in Decision Making Despite Decades-Long Stalking, of
Balancing Place Attachment and Pragmatism, of the Use and Utility of Pretense and
Discourse to Dispossess Through Narrative Techniques, and of Political Expediency
of Indigenous Land Acquisition in the Context of Government Abdication of
Responsibility

Like other islands in Georgian Bay and Lake Huron, Great Manitoulin Island was
known to, and frequented by, many Indigenous groups. For centuries, Great Manitoulin
Island had been known as a place of safety and refuge.2 Colonization served to change
that situation. The Manitoulin Anishinaabeg’s experiences reflected the political
expediency of land acquisition whereby, despite reasonable doubt that land was really
necessary for settlement, Indigenous land acquisition was used to allay non-Indigenous
settlers’ concerns that there was a shortage of arable land available for purchase in the
colony. Such political expediency may have led the government to abdicate their
responsibility to honour treaty terms. This case reflected the use and utility of pretense
and discourse to dispossess through narrative techniques that attempted to erode
Anishinaabe sovereignty. Despite the pretense that treaties protected Indigenous lands,
“treaty making” actually facilitated acquisition of Anishinaabe lands.
At the same time, the Manitoulin Anishinaabeg demonstrated autonomy and
agency in decision making concerning signing treaties and reserving land on the Island
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for themselves. They balanced place attachment and pragmatism when they employed
the strategic responses of sacrifice and defence in order to protect the spiritually
important Island. This case was surprising because these dispossessions differed from
other more straightforward displacements as the Anishinaabeg did not actually leave or
stop visiting Great Manitoulin Island seasonally. Instead, in 1836, the Manitoulin
Anishinaabeg were dispossessed of their power and authority over the Island, while,
despite several attempts by the Indian Department to acquire this land in the 1850s and a
failed dispossession attempt in 1861, the Anishinaabeg were dispossessed of about fourfifths of the Island in 1862.3 The surrender of much of Great Manitoulin Island in 1862
may have resulted from settlement pressure inching northward4 or perceptions of land
shortages in the south informing land acquisition in the north. Alternatively, the land
may have been sought simply to take it away from Indigenous peoples, which would
diminish their agency, and, in taking it away, would remove the buffering effects of the
Island that afforded some measure of insulation from settler encroachment to the
Indigenous groups living on it. Ultimately, the Anishinaabeg were able to remain on the
Island despite decades-long stalking by metaphoric and real “land hunters.”
In 1836, the resources from all of the islands of the Manitoulin archipelago and
their surrounding waters were still under Anishinaabeg control. Over time, however,
non-Indigenous settlers and commercial concerns increasingly alienated the
Anishinaabeg from their resources, as did the colonial government, which by 1861 was
enforcing its own rules against the Anishinaabeg selling timber harvested on their own
lands.5 Colonial perceptions of the suitability of land for “progress” and “improvement”
changed from what most resembled England to what was handy. The desirability of the
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locale to settlers changed from Lieutenant-Governor Sir Francis Head’s initial judgement
that it was
a Place possessing the double Advantage of being admirably adapted to them
(inasmuch as it affords Fishing, Hunting, Bird-shootings, and Fruit), and yet in no
way adapted to the White Population.6

Following Sandwell (2003), identifying Great Manitoulin Island as a locus for
Indigenous people reproduced Indigenous people’s exclusion from existing Imperial and
emerging colonial power structures and created a separate, bounded place of legitimacy
for them.7 While the exclusion has continued to the present, the legitimacy was to last
less than thirty years, largely ending in 1862. In 1836, Great Manitoulin Island was
framed as being a good place to confine all of the “unsettled” tribes in Upper Canada in
order remove them as “hindrances to progress.” This view of the Island changed to it
being a good place for non-Indigenous settlers to farm and for non-Indigenous
commercial interests to fish and cut lumber. On the nearby mainland, dispossessions
were being carried out haphazardly, by means of treaties that came in an unplanned yet
relentless series of contractions or pulses. By 1862, most of the Island was also absorbed
iteratively. Collectively, these serial dispossessions indicate that dispossession was a
process, not an event. For the Manitoulin Anishinaabeg, this process was facilitated by
Head’s facility with narrative, particularly concerning the looming “extinction” of
Indigenous peoples, and by the colonial pretense that treaties actually preserved
Indigenous lands for Indigenous peoples and that Indigenous peoples signed treaties
willingly and without duress. Moreover, this case study also illuminates some of the
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different types of agency involved in decision-making, in particular, the Wikwemikong
Anishinaabeg’s refusal to sign the 1862 treaty, the success of which may have been made
possible because of what Leighton (1977) described as their “militant conservatism”8 or
because of the land surrendered by the other Anishinaabe groups on the Island.
The chapter is structured as follows. First, background to the case study is
provided, which focuses on the situation leading up to the first Manitoulin Treaty.
Second, a summary of the case follows, which considers the first and second Manitoulin
treaties, in 1836 and 1862, respectively, in the context of ongoing land surrenders nearby
on the mainland and a failed attempt to obtain a surrender in 1861. Finally, the chapter
concludes with a discussion of the case, with a focus on the agency demonstrated by the
Manitoulin Anishinaabeg and the roles that narrative and the pretense that a treaty
preserved Indigenous lands for Indigenous peoples played in their dispossessions.
As shown on the following map (see Figure 18), Great Manitoulin Island is part
of a series of islands that reflect the geological connection between the Saugeen (Bruce)
Peninsula to the southeast and St. Joseph Island in the northwest.
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Figure 18: Great Manitoulin Island and Adjacent Islands 9
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From this map, it may be noted that:
Only four of the islands which there serve to divide the lake [Huron] go under the
denomination of the Manitoulins; these are generally designated on maps
Drummond, Cockburn, Great Manitoulin, and Fitzwilliam or Horse Islands; but
there are many others of minor importance which are links in the same chain, and
exhibit similar geographical and geological features, and with St. Joseph and La
Cloche Islands, it will be convenient for the present to suppose them included
under the general name.10

As part of a chain of islands, Great Manitoulin Island was not a single island but it was
part of an archipelago, a single place in a constellation of significant places that included
both water and land. At the centre of the constellation was Michilimackinac,11 which was
located a short distance to the west. As noted in Chapter 2, Great Manitoulin Island had
great spiritual significance. Mississauga Methodist missionary, Rev. Peter Jones
(Kahkewaquonaby), wrote that it properly should have been called “Manedoomini — the
Spirit Island.”12
Great Manitoulin Island been part of the traditional land of the Anishinaabeg at
least for centuries, but disruption of this situation would begin in the nineteenth century.
In 1825, a Roman Catholic priest, Rev. Proulx, established a mission on the eastern part
of the Island that was assumed by the Jesuits beginning in 1840.13 The idea of removing
all First Nations to Manitoulin Island was expressed as early as 1829 by Major James W.
Winniett,14 who was drawn by the idea that the Island was located at some distance from
American territory.15 Great Manitoulin Island had been regarded as an alternative site for
the “civilization” project established in 1830 at the Coldwater-Narrows Reserve.16 Great
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Manitoulin Island continued to be popular with colonial officials as a destination for
Indigenous peoples although it was not as popular with Indigenous peoples for the same
reason. In July of 1830, the Superintendent of Indian Affairs at the Coldwater-Narrows
Reserve, Captain Thomas G. Anderson, was visited by the Rev. Mr. Scott, agent to the
New England Society for Civilizing the Indians, who was seeking to identify a place on
which to establish an Indigenous village in 1831 that would not be connected with any of
the Government villages, such as those at either end of the Coldwater-Narrows Reserve.
In response to Scott’s inquiry, on July 12, 1830, Captain Anderson wrote to Civil
Secretary Zachariah Mudge from Machedushte [sic], to request that the LieutenantGovernor sanction Captain Anderson’s recommendation that “the Grand [sic] Manitoulin
Island be recommended to the Rev. Mr. Scott for the New England Society for Civilizing
the Indians' initiative.”17 In the same letter, Captain Anderson mentioned that “a part of
the Ottawa Nation [was] coming to settle on the Grand [sic] Manitoulin Island [the] next
year [1831].”18 The next year, the Methodists too began work on Great Manitoulin Island
following a visit to Sault Ste. Marie by Mississauga Chief and Methodist missionary John
Sunday (Shawundais).19 Thus, the seeds for denominational conflict among both settlers
and converted Indigenous peoples on Great Manitoulin Island were sown early, as was
the idea of the Island being a destination for “British” and “American” Indigenous
peoples.
Colonial Lexicon, Metaphor, and Extinction Narratives Secure Treaty No. 45
At the Council held on August 9, 1836, at Manitowaning on Great Manitoulin
Island, Head asked the Manitoulin Anishinaabeg to agree to share Great Manitoulin

397

DIFFERING FACTORS IN DISPOSSESSIONS, 1820-1865
Island and Cockburn Island with other Indigenous people as a “general reserve.”20 In his
speech, Head invoked much of the colonial lexicon, including “civilized,” “totally
separated from the whites,” and “... relinquish your respective claims to these [Manitoulin
archipelago] islands and make them the property (under your Great Father's control) of
all Indians whom he shall allow to reside on them; ...”21 These terms effortlessly created
binaries and binary relationships that in turn naturalized non-Indigenous dominance. In
addition, judging by the amount of Indigenous land he acquired for little or nothing, Head
used the metaphor of hunting to communicate settlers’ land hunger to his Indigenous
audience to powerful effect. He stated
In all parts of the world farmers seek for uncultivated land as eagerly as you, my
red children, hunt in your forest for game. If you would cultivate your land it
would then be considered your own property, in the same way as your dogs are
considered among yourselves to belong to those who have reared them; but
uncultivated land is like wild animals, and your Great Father, who has hitherto
protected you, has now great difficulty in securing it for you from the whites, who
are hunting to cultivate it.22

Head did not explain how, after more than a century of promises, the seemingly allpowerful sovereign was not sufficiently powerful to reign in out-of-control settlers.
Regardless, either Head’s powerful use of metaphor and narrative was compelling or the
Anishinaabeg were making the best of the situation. Head’s proposal for a sharing
arrangement,23 which was documented in a “memorandum” signed by sixteen Chiefs,24
became the first Manitoulin Island treaty, Treaty No. 45.25 The next memorandum,
signed by the “Saukings” (the Saugeen Anishinaabeg) allegedly to create another
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“general reserve” became Treaty No. 45 ½.26 The Saugeen surrender appears to have
been strategic. Although no compensation was offered for surrendering their land, the
Saugeen Anishinaabeg were made assurances that persuaded them that the surrender was
in their best interests. Saugeen Chief Metigwab (Metigwob) reported the discussions that
had preceded the Saugeen surrender a month after Treaty 45 1/2 was signed. Although
the promises do not appear in the Treaty 45 1/2 text, at a General Council held at the
River St. Clair on September 13, 1836, Chief Metigwab stated that the promises made by
Sir Francis Bond Head that resulted in the surrender included Head's assurances that the
Saugeen Anishinaabeg “owned all the islands in the vicinity” of the Saugeen peninsula
and that non-Indigenous fishermen would be removed from the Saugeen Fishing Islands
if the Saugeen Anishinaabeg would surrender the land on the Saugeen Peninsula south of
Owen Sound.27 The Manitoulin Anishinaabeg most certainly would have been aware of
the Saugeen Anishinaabeg's motivations and actions. Accordingly, it is likely that the
Manitoulin Anishinaabeg agreeing to the terms of their memorandum from Head in 1836
also was strategic. Moreover, although there is no evidence in the colonial archives to
support this assertion, the Anishinaabe groups may have come to their decisions jointly.
Following the speech making, “present” distribution, and “proposal” memoranda
signing at Great Manitoulin Island, Head returned to Toronto and responded to the
Colonial Secretary’s instructions. In his message, Head asserted that it would be too
taxing administratively and too expensive to congregate “the wild Indians from the
country north of Lake Huron to Manitoulin” as Sir John Colborne had proposed.28 It
would, however, be a very suitable place to collocate “those Indians who are now
impeding the progress of civilization in Upper Canada.”29 Seemingly, administration and
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expense could be justified in order to dispossess Indigenous people in the more southerly
(and visible and desirable) parts of the colony. Furthermore, Head told Glenelg that he
had already discussed this plan with the chiefs at Great Manitoulin Island. Head had
documented his apparently spontaneous, unsanctioned cession ideas at the Council at
Manitowaning on Great Manitoulin Island in memoranda that were provided to the
Chiefs and principal men for signature. Although he invoked Indigenous leaders’
ratification of the Royal Proclamation at Niagara in 1764 in his “Seventy Snow Seasons”
speech,30 Head did not follow the protocols set out in the Proclamation. Despite this and
the apparent absence of prior consultation and approval prior to seeking the surrenders,
these memoranda “were accepted as legal documents and took on the status of treaties.”31
Head told his superior that the memoranda were atypical treaty documents, however, he
pointed to the Chiefs’ signatures and wampum as legitimizing “this most important
document.”32 In his August 20, 1836, despatch to Lord Glenelg, Head admitted “that the
[surrender] Document [was] not in legal Form” but that, during the signing, it had had “a
Wampum attached to it.”33 In his November 20, 1836, despatch to Lord Glenelg, Head
argued that the Anishinaabeg had confirmed the solemnity and validity of the agreement
through their display of wampum, which Head reported linked the annual “presents” and
previous British promises that “were made to them by our Generals during and at the
Conclusion of the American Wars.”34 As Williams (1981) noted, “The wampum used in
the 1836 treaty linked it with the Covenant Chain, and symbolized the continuing alliance
of peace between the British and the Ojibwa and Ottawa Nations.”35 From an
Anishinaabe perspective, invocation of the Treaty of Niagara in 1764, which signalled
many Indigenous groups’ ratification of the Royal Proclamation of 1763,36 extended and
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reaffirmed the 1764 treaty, and provision of wampum afforded the terms expressed
verbally to them in 1836 (as usual, through interpreters) and written in the memoranda (in
English, which most of them could not read) as a treaty.37 Imperial acceptance of Head's
memorandum with the “Saukings” (the Saugeen Anishinaabeg) as a treaty was indicated
by an Imperial Proclamation in 1847 confirming the Saugeen Anishinaabeg's rights to
their unsurrendered territory, including islands in Lake Huron.38 Although the surrenders
were signed on the same day in the same place in 1836, there does not seem to have been
a similar Imperial Proclamation confirming the Manitoulin Anishinaabeg's rights.
The first Manitoulin Island Treaty of 1836 was a sharing agreement as the
Manitoulin Anishinaabeg agreed to share Great Manitoulin Island and Cockburn Island
with other Indigenous peoples, not to surrender their rights to the islands. Not only were
these islands and the archipelago of which they formed a part not surrendered in 1836,
but rather, as several Anishinaabe Chiefs asserted nearly thirty years later, these islands
were to be preserved for the exclusive use of Indigenous peoples.39 That is, in 1836, the
Anishinaabeg agreed to share the islands, particularly the much larger Great Manitoulin
Island, with any Indigenous peoples who wanted to settle there in the future.40 Head's
wording may have been ambiguous as it was interpreted differently by the Manitoulin
Anishinaabeg and by later colonial officials. For example, as Wightman (1982) reported,
because Head’s actual words made the Island “the property (under your Great
Father's control) of all Indians whom he shall allow to reside [there],” the
government now felt secure in claiming that the Manitoulin had continued to be
vested in the crown and that the Indians’ exclusive occupancy was at official
sufferance.41
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Thus the 1836 agreement may have set up the Manitoulin Anishinaabeg to lose most of
the main Island in 1862. Shanahan (1994) argued that the 1836 “treaty” directly
facilitated “a major alienation of Indian lands in 1862.”42 In the index to a collection of
treaties published in 1891, the explanatory note for the 1836 surrender of “Manitoulin
Island and other islands, Lake Huron” describes the surrender’s purpose as being “For a
general reserve.”43 The language in Treaty 94 of 1862 confirms the colonial view that
would have led to the eventual surrender of much of Great Manitoulin Island. Near the
beginning, the later treaty stated:
Whereas, the Indian title to said island was surrendered to the Crown on the ninth
August, Anno Domini, 1836, under and by virtue of a treaty made between Sir
Francis Bond Head, then [Lieutenant-] Governor of Upper Canada, and the Chiefs
and Principal Men of the Ottawas and Chippewas then occupying and claiming
title thereto, in order that the same might “be made the property (under their Great
Father's control) of all Indians whom he should allow to reside thereon.”
And whereas, but few Indians from the mainland, whom it was intended to
transfer to the island, have ever come to reside thereon.44

In 1836, Head's language suggested his primary motivation for obtaining these
surrenders. Although the statement was made with reference to the Moravian Delaware
(Lenape) of the Thames River,45 from whom he would soon obtain a surrender of
reserved land,46 Head assured the Colonial Secretary that it was a “very common”
situation. Head wrote that the “White Population” of the Thames Valley was
entreating to be relieved from the stagnation of a Block of rich Land, which
separated them from their Markets as completely as if it had been a desert.47
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When Head claimed that settlers were clamouring to have “Indian Reserves” (and hence
“Indians”) removed as impediments to “progress,” he was justifying the surrenders he
had obtained. Head's primary motivation was also revealed by his claim that, while
settling the Indigenous groups from north of Lake Huron would be too expensive, it
would be a worthwhile investment to settle the more southerly Indigenous groups of
Upper Canada there to get them out of the way.48 To justify his plan “to remove local
Anishinaabeg peoples from their traditional territories in present day southern Ontario
and relocate them to Manitoulin Island,” Head “used Romantic notions that exalted
primitivism and the ‘noble savage.’ ”49 Head’s defenses of his actions respecting the
Indigenous peoples both in 1836 to his superior and in a subsequent memoir was couched
in ornate Romantic terminology that was deceptively benign, but that, as Binnema and
Hutchings (2005) have pointed out, was “consistent with colonial policies that sought to
alienate Aboriginal peoples from their lands and to segregate them from contact with
European settler societies.”50 Head’s paternalistic approach to Indigenous peoples was
not shared by a Romantic contemporary, Mrs. Anna Jameson,51 but Head’s ability to talk
(and write) his way into and out of situations (many of his own creation) prevailed.
Although his superiors had not been consulted before Head obtained the surrender
agreements, they were fully apprised of the events after the fact. In fact, Head
constructed an “elaborate argument” concerning the surrenders that, to Surtees (1986b),
“was clearly designed to secure the Colonial Secretary’s approval for the two land
arrangements that Head had made when he visited Manitoulin Island in August of
1836.”52 Head reported the Manitoulin land arrangements on August 20, 1836,53 but his
acquisition sweep had not ended there. He reported subsequent surrenders that he had
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obtained from the Sarnia Anishinaabeg (confirmed by the “Wyandott” (Wendat/Huron)
on September 20, 183654), from the Moravian Delaware on October 25, 1836, and from
the Chippewa of Lakes Huron, Couchiching, and Simcoe on November 20, 1836.55
By completing these land arrangements, Head may have reduced reformers’
criticism of the colonial government by being seen to make more land available for
settlement.56 Head and the colonial legislators were in conflict for most of his short
tenure in Upper Canada from January 1836 until March 1838.57 To some degree, this
situation may have informed his relentless land acquisitions as Head appeared to
recognize that the perception of opening land for settlement could dampen, if not settle,
political grievances. For example,
Sir Francis left [sic] that much of the political opposition which the Reform Party
could bring against the ruling party could be eliminated if new settlement lands
could be made available.58

Hence, these surrenders likely were taken for politically expediency rather than being
motivated by immediate settlement need. The surrenders acquired Indigenous lands or
land reserved for Indigenous peoples and created space into which the Indigenous groups
who were “impeding progress” could be isolated, while somewhat assuaging the political
frustrations of many non-Indigenous settlers in the colony. Head’s narrative
constructions simultaneously provided a justification for his actions and a legitimization
behind which his superiors could cloak their primary intentions to acquire Indigenous
groups’ land and to reduce the cost of operating the colony. Perhaps unsurprisingly, since
a great deal of land had been made available at very little cost, Imperial authorities’
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response to Head’s unauthorized, unorthodox acquisitions was favourable. On October 5,
1836, Lord Glenelg wrote from Downing Street that he had received and approved of
Head's “Arrangements” made with the Indigenous groups in the summer of 1836. In fact,
Lord Glenelg had been so impressed by Head’s work with the Indigenous groups that
Glenelg had recommended that the King approve Head’s plans. In his paternalistic reply,
Lord Glenelg wrote that he had made his recommendation because he had been
Assured of the vigilant Humanity by which your Conduct towards this helpless
Race of Men, the Survivors of the Ancient Possessors and Lords of the Country,
could not but be directed, and conscious of the incomparable Superiority of your
Means of forming a correct judgment how their Welfare could be most effectually
consulted.59
Using some of the “vanishing race” extinction narrative of which Head was so fond,
Glenelg wrote that the King had approved Head's plans and had instructed Glenelg to
instruct Head
that no Measure should be unattempted which may afford a reasonable Prospect
of rescuing this Remnant of the Aboriginal Race from the calamitous Fate which
has so often befallen uncivilized Men when brought into immediate Contact with
the Natives of Europe or their Descendants.60

The King had also invoked the “Christianize and civilize” narrative when he charged
Head that
Whatever intelligence or Suggestions it may be in your power to convey
respecting the Condition of these People, and the Prospects of their being
reclaimed from Habits of savage Life, and being enabled to share in the Blessings
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of Christian Knowledge and social Improvement, will at all Times be received by
His Majesty with the highest Interest.61

The correspondence between Head and Lord Glenelg cloaked Head’s actions in
benevolence towards a “vanishing race,” and finessed the dispossession of the Indigenous
groups. This reinforced the ahistoricization of the Indigenous peoples of the past from
those of the present. The intent of the assertions in the correspondence and of the
extinction narrative may have been a pretext for acquiring more land from the Indigenous
groups. Alternatively, the former may have been an ideal that Head held while
simultaneously carrying out the pragmatic duties as he perceived them.
Mining Boom Increased Interest in the Manitoulin Area
Subsequent to Head’s departure from Upper Canada, beginning in the early
1840s, the mining boom in Michigan increased the attention paid to land on the Canadian
side of the upper Great Lakes.62 As a result, shortly thereafter, interest in potential
mineral deposits on the north shores of Lake Superior and Lake Huron grew.63 In Canada
West, which Upper Canada had become in 1841, licenses had been issued to mining
companies on Anishinaabe lands that had not been ceded.64 The resident Indigenous
groups, particularly the Anishinaabeg from the north shores of Lake Superior and Lake
Huron, became very concerned about the mining companies' encroachments on their
lands as well as by data-gathering visits by the provincial geologist, several provincial
surveyors, and some privately hired geologists between 1846 and 1849.65 The Robinson
treaties of 1850 were carried out between the two Manitoulin Treaties, however, the
Manitoulin Anishinaabeg did not have the same reason for concern at that time. The
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apparent absence of mineral deposits on Great Manitoulin Island may have saved it from
the land acquisition carried out in and around 1850. For example, the Second Report of
the Bureau of Mines, dated 1892 and printed in 1893 by order of the Legislative
Assembly of Ontario, does not mention Great Manitoulin Island.66 In contrast, the topics
of ores in northern Ontario, and ores north and west of Lake Superior, were both
accorded several pages in the report.67 Despite the Island’s lack of mineral resources, the
security of the Manitoulin Anishinaabeg’s territory was to last little more than a decade
longer perhaps in part because , the population growth in Canada West in the 1840s had
“fuelled the perception that there was a lack of available affordable land.”68
During the first part of the nineteenth-century, the colonial view of most settlers
being farmers and of the colony being mostly agrarian, may have become a general
expectation. Since deforestation in the southern part of present-day Ontario had revealed
productive soil, then likely the same would hold true for the northern areas. As Nelles
(1974) argued,
It is entirely to be expected that a predominantly agricultural community would
define its new lands [sic] in its own image. If the thick forest that had covered
southern Ontario hid bountiful, arable land, then surely the vast pineries of the
north would yield similar riches.69

The perception of the north as a “farming frontier”70 persisted, as “the conception of the
north as a colonization frontier proved to be a durable constant of the [non-Indigenous]
Ontario psyche” at least well into the next century.71 Accordingly, this perception may
have helped facilitate the dispossession of the Manitoulin-area Anishinaabe groups of
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their land as, in response, people in positions of authority acted to retain their power
while alleviating perceptions of land shortages that resulted from privileged people
hoarding land.
Treaties Had Made Land Available
The alleged shortage of land is curious in view of the extensive amount of land
surrendered through the Robinson Superior and Robinson Huron Treaties of 1850, which
took place midway between the two Manitoulin Treaties. In fact, the Robinson Treaties
seemed to fuel continued, rather than abated, land acquisition efforts. As had been the
case in southwestern Ontario, the government now sought to acquire land that had been
reserved for Indigenous peoples after they had surrendered their traditional lands. In
1854, more Indigenous land was acquired. In 1836, the Anishinaabeg had been assured
"that part of your territory which lies on the north of Owen Sound" would be reserved for
the “Sauking” and subsequently as a “general reserve” for other Indigenous groups
through the Saugeen Treaty No. 45 ½.72 On October 13, 1854, however, much of the
northern part of the Saugeen (Bruce) Peninsula was also surrendered through the Saugeen
Peninsula Treaty, No. 72.73 Two years later, in 1856, the Chippewa of Lake Huron, Lake
Couchiching, and Lake Simcoe surrendered “Certain Islands in Georgian Bay, Lake
Couchiching, and Lake Simcoe,” No. 76.74 This surrender was forced by the Government
as the Chippewa of Lake Huron (formerly displaced from the Coldwater-Narrows
Reserve) could not survive on Beausoleil Island because of the poor soil conditions there.
Instead of granting land to the Chippewa, they were forced to give up a set of islands in
order to get a smaller set of islands with better soil. In 1861, much of the Saugeen
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(Bruce) Peninsula that remained in Anishinaabe possession was ceded through the
surrender of a 6,000-acre parcel at Colpoy's Bay, Treaty No. 93.75
Indian Department Instrumental in Post-1850 Land Surrenders
The Indian Department was intimately involved in the dispossession of
Indigenous peoples. Moreover, many of the same officials of the Indian Department who
had negotiated land surrenders were actively involved in subsequent land acquisitions for
their own accounts. Frequently, these officials were sent out to introduce the idea of
cessions and to persuade the Indigenous groups to be amenable to these ideas. For
example, prior to the treaty of 1862, both William R. Bartlett and Captain Ironside “had
previously persuaded Indians who had earlier been settled on reserved land created by
treaties to cede additional land.”76 Permanence frequently was not associated with
“reserved” land. Sometimes, not only the local officials but also the Superintendent
General of Indian Affairs, Richard T. Pennefather, was directly involved in surrenders as
well:
The 1854 surrender of the Saugeen Peninsula created reserves, including the
Newash reserve at Owen Sound that was further surrendered in Feb. 1857, and the
Colpoy's Bay reserve in Aug. 1861. The Robinson Huron and Superior lands
surrendered in Sept. 1850 were further surrendered in June 1859 by means of
three treaties negotiated by Pennefather and Ironside.77

On his return to Toronto, on June 21, 1859, Pennefather wrote to the Governor General,
Sir Edmund Head, to provide details of three surrenders, the first at Batchewaning and
Gourlais Bay (all of the reserved land), the second at Garden River (“about three fourths”
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of the reserved land), and the third at Thessalon River (all of the reserved land).78 One of
the surrender documents for land on the north shore required revision as a result of a
technical error, so the Indian Department accountant, C. T. Walcot, directed Captain
Ironside to amend the document and then obtain the chiefs' signatures again so that
patents could be issued for the surrendered lands.79 A postscript to the letter advised
Ironside that Walcot had
annex[ed] copy of part of act 23 Vic Cap: 151 [An Act Respecting the
Management of the Indian Lands and Property], Art. 4, relating to surrender of
lands, for your guidance.80

This addendum clearly suggests that the local Superintendent of Indian Affairs was being
taught the “correct” way to document surrenders so that he could continue to effectively
(in the British legal system) acquire lands reserved for Indigenous groups. Moreover,
enacting the Act Respecting the Management of the Indian Lands and Property (1860)81
makes it clear that that managing “Indian lands and property,” rather than the wellbeing
of “Indians,” was the colonizers’ primary concern. Meanwhile, prior to the surrender
negotiations of 1861, Ironside’s discussions for additional surrenders on North Shore
with several of the Manitoulin chiefs were ongoing.82 Then, in 1860, management of the
Indian Affairs was transferred from the Imperial government to the Canadian Department
of Crown Lands.83 As a result of this transfer, the Commissioner of Crown Lands, Philip
Michael VanKoughnet, became Chief Superintendent of Indian Affairs.84 This action
should remove any remaining doubt about Imperial and colonial motivations respecting
Indigenous peoples and their lands. Their concern lay with acquiring Indigenous peoples’
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lands, not with the well-being of Indigenous people. This news likely was known to the
Manitoulin Anishinaabeg, as was the continuing pressure to cede reserved lands, since
some of the Manitoulin Chiefs had been involved in those discussions and cessions.
Regardless, VanKoughnet’s joint role reinforced the relationship of Indigenous land,
Crown land, and money. Less than a decade later, in 1867, the relationship was to
become even clearer. As Nelles (1974) argued,
After Confederation, when the province’s sources of income were reduced to
licences, fees, direct taxes and the crown lands, the financial importance of the
forests increased tremendously.85

Perhaps the lumbering “interests” persuaded the government to acquire Great Manitoulin
Island from the Anishinaabeg so that the prospective settlers would move there and leave
the forests on the north shores of Lakes Huron and Superior intact.
Manitoulin Anishinaabeg’s Concerns Grew
Indigenous people were aware that dispossession was relentless. As a result of the
continuing pressure to cede reserved lands on the mainland, the Manitoulin Anishinaabeg
were becoming increasingly concerned about the security of their tenure on the Island. In
January of 1861, the Anishinaabeg who were centred on Great Manitoulin Island refused
to participate in a provincial census because they feared it actually was a treaty that
would cause them to surrender the Island.86 Despite the Anishinaabeg’s fears, the 1861
census may have had more to do with the government's plans to collect evidence of its
effectiveness than with acquiring their Island. As Wilson (2009) reported,

411

DIFFERING FACTORS IN DISPOSSESSIONS, 1820-1865
The censuses of 1842 and 1848 contained a category of ‘non-proprietor’ into
which tenants and others fell. The 1852 and 1861 censuses avoided tenancy as a
category, possibly as part of the government's attempt, in those years, to use the
census to prove the success of its land and immigration policies.87

Subsequent to the Anishinaabeg’s refusal, the local Superintendent of Indian Affairs took
six months to collect sketchy information about the Indigenous population. On March 5,
1861, the Superintendent of Indian Affairs on Great Manitoulin Island, Captain George
Ironside, Junior, reported the Indigenous people's reaction to rumours of a surrender to
his superior. Ironside wrote that
The Indians having been informed that the Island was to be surveyed immediately
and that, most likely, they would lose it, a Paper was in consequence, drawn up to
be signed by all the Head Men binding themselves to object to a sale, should a
proposition for a purchase of the Island be made. To this document the two
repudiated Chiefs declined putting their names, stating that they did not consider
it necessary, as they had every confidence in the Government, but that if they were
ever called upon to ___, it would there [sic] be time enough to ___.88
Not only were the Indigenous people expected to adhere to the “Paper,” but it seems that
they also were expected to keep apart from the colonizers. Three days later, on March 8,
1861, Captain Ironside wrote to the Superintendent General of Indian Affairs on behalf of
the two “repudiated” Wikwemikong chiefs who had been deposed by other Manitoulin
Anishinaabeg for having been “members of the deputation to wait on the Prince of Wales
on the occasion of His Royal Highness's visit to Sarnia.”89
While the Anishinaabe groups were consolidating their resistance, it seems clear
that, at least among some colonial observers, by 1861 there was a growing awareness of
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the relationship between land loss and poverty although this awareness did not generate
sympathy in everyone. In a letter marked “Private,” dated March 5, 1861, to Pennefather,
Ironside accused the Roman Catholic priest at Wikwemikong of informing the
Indigenous groups of their rights. Ironside wrote
He [Père Jean-Pierre Choné] has been telling the Indians that they are unjustly
treated by my having the selling of their wood for them – that they should
themselves be allowed, not only to cut it wherever they may think Proper on the
Island, but also to have the disposing of the same to the Steam Boats. And that he
intended himself to write the proper Authority on the subject on behalf of the
Indians in order that justice may be done them in the matter.90

Père Choné may not have understood that Crown ownership of natural resources, which
had been “a joint legacy of the French and British imperial traditions,” meant that surface
rights for settlers and for Indigenous peoples living on reserved lands did not extend to
wood other than that necessary to construct their dwellings.91 Regardless, that tradition
likely would have seemed counter-intuitive to the Indigenous people as well as to Choné.
At the same time, Père Choné also warned the Anishinaabeg not to depend on Ironside.92
As proof of Ironside's untrustworthiness, Père Choné had told the Anishinaabeg that
Ironside
was the cause of their Brethren at the Sault St. Mary [sic] and other places above
[the north shores] parting with Lands and rendering them landless and poor, and
that if the Indians of the Manitoulin were not very careful, they would be ___
[found?] in the same way by me.93
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Subsequently, on May 23, 1861, the Wikwemikong Anishinaabeg submitted a
petition concerning their treatment.94 The Superintendent of Indian Affairs in Toronto,
William R. Bartlett, followed up on the petition with Ironside. On July 17, 1861, Ironside
responded to the points made in the petition. In his response, Ironside mentioned the
Superintendent General of Indian Affairs’ expectations for preliminary work towards
surrenders on Lake Huron in addition to those obtained recently from Anishinaabe groups
on Lake Superior and at Garden River.95 Colonial expectations were more expansive
than were those of Pennefather, however, and it became evident that the rumours were
based on fact and the Manitoulin Anishinaabeg’s fears were well grounded. As Bleasdale
(1974) wrote,
In August 1861 the Commissioner of Crown Lands recommended that the Island
be laid out into townships [… and] In less than two weeks the Governor General
signed the Order in Council putting this into effect.96

Both the Commissioner of Crown Lands and the Governor General would have been well
aware that the Island had not been surrendered. A dispossession attempt was looming. In
September of 1861, VanKoughnet instructed Bartlett as follows:
you will endeavour to explain that, altho the Island was set apart in 1836 as a
place of abode for Indians generally yet that so few have since then availed
themselves of the privilege that it is absurd to keep it longer a wilderness.97

Thus, in 1861, the colonial government claimed that, since Indigenous peoples had not
moved to Great Manitoulin Island in sufficient numbers, the Anishinaabeg had no choice
but to surrender most of the island for settlement by non-Indigenous people.
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1861 “Offer” Repudiated
On October 5, 1861, an offer of sorts was made for the cession of the Island. The
offer included giving the sons of Anishinaabe people title deeds individually when they
reached the age of majority, rather than reserving the land collectively. This was in direct
contradiction to Anishinaabe culture and values. Excepting family hunting territories,
sharing land communally was an Anishinaabe custom. Since Indigenous communalism
had been well-known, the 1861 approach must have been taken in deliberate disregard of
knowledge and custom. Moreover, attempting to assign land to individual Indigenous
families flew in the face of longstanding British practice that recognized Indigenous
people’s communal interest in the land. As an 1835 American court judgment reported,
One uniform rule seems to have prevailed in the British provinces in America by
which Indian lands were held and sold, from their first settlement, as appears by
their laws – that friendly Indians were protected in the possession of the lands
they occupied, and were considered as owning them by a perpetual right of
possession in the tribe or nation inhabiting them, as their common property, from
generation to generation, not as the right of the individuals located on particular
spots.98

The 1861 Commissioners, Visiting Superintendent [sic] of Indian Affairs, W. R. Bartlett,
and Toronto lawyer Charles Lindsey (Lindsay), stated:
We are instructed to tell you that 25 acres will be secured by a Crown Deed to
every head of a family upon this Island; that in addition to this land will be set
apart where required for fuel, that in cases where more than 25 acres may be
found to have been cultivated by any family when the Island is surveyed, you will
have secured to you in the way before mentioned all the land that may have been
so cultivated; and in order to secure a provision for your families 25 acres will be
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allotted to each of your young men of 18 years of age for which he will receive a
Deed, on his attaining the age of 21.99

The Manitoulin Anishinaabeg refused the Commissioners’ offer of a paltry amount of
land.100
During the negotiations, the Anishinaabeg made it clear that they did not want to
surrender the Island. For example, Ottawa Chief E-do-wish-cosh, addressed the Council
as follows:
I have heard what you have said, the words you have been sent to say to us. I wish
now to tell you what my brother Chiefs and Warriors, women and Children say.
The Great Spirit gave our forefathers land to live upon and our forefathers wished
us to keep it. The land upon which we now are is our own, and we intend to keep
it. The whites should not come and take our land from us; they ought to have
stayed on the other side of the salt water to work the land there. The Great Spirit
would be angry with us, if we parted with our land, and we don't want to make
Him angry. That is all I have to say.101

Later, an elderly warrior echoed Chief E-do-wish-cosh’s sentiments, stating:
Listen to me. I call you friends, because the whites and Indians are friends. I wish
you to understand what I say. If I understood English, I would not employ
another man to speak for me. I hope you will not do anything to cause me to be
angry against you. This island, of which I speak, I consider my body; I don't want
one of my legs or arms to be taken from me. I am surprised to hear you say the
island belongs to white men, for I have not seen any white men on the island
before, and I am not very young. I know there is an Evil Spirit, of which I am
afraid as well as of the Great Spirit above.
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As I said before, I am surprised to hear you say the island belongs to you. My
father said the English only borrowed the land on St. Joseph's Island to live upon.
I don't want to go against the Government and laws; at the same time I wish them
to listen to me.
You are afraid of your superiors, and must do as you are told. I am the same.102

After Refusing Census, Anishinaabeg Also Refused Survey
After refusing to surrender the Island, the Anishinaabeg also refused to have Great
Manitoulin Island surveyed and stated they would mount resistance if a survey crew
arrived. Commissioner Lindsey responded that
It is not now intended to do more than explore, to see what the island contains. It
has been stated in this Council that a very large proportion of the island is unfit for
cultivation; that there are many rocks, much swamp, and a great deal of water.
The Government desires to learn from one of its own officers what are the real
facts. The Government possessing the sovereignty of the island, having imposed
upon them the duty of protecting it, certainly have the right to examine it.103

Lindsey’s phrasing was deceptive. This action should remove any lingering doubt about
Imperial and colonial motivations respecting Indigenous peoples and their lands. Their
concern lay with acquiring Indigenous peoples’ lands, not with the well-being of
Indigenous people, and they were not above lying to achieve their desired ends. The
colonial government did not possess the sovereignty of the island, which was shared
among all of the “British Indians” by the sovereign Anishinaabeg in 1836. Accordingly,
nothing had been imposed on the government. Instead, they were framing the situation to
the benefit of dispossession all the while knowing they were prevaricating. Head was or
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ought to have been aware of the many Proclamations and Instructions concerning
obtaining surrenders of Indigenous land, and so, when he wrote that the Island would be
“under your Great Father's control,”104 he likely was referring to the requirement for
Indigenous groups to sell their land only to the government and for the government to be
the only legal purchaser of Indigenous lands. In 1836, no land had been surrendered on
Great Manitoulin Island and no money had been exchanged, therefore, no transaction had
taken place. By British conventions, no surrender was obtained and no title was
transferred. As a result of not having sovereignty, therefore, no duty of protection
respecting the island had been imposed on the Government. As noted earlier, the
Commissioners laid the blame for causing the surrender sought in 1861 squarely at the
feet of Indigenous people:
In default of the Indians neglecting to come here and settle the Island, your Great
Father deems it equitable to grant the remainder of the land to his White Children,
of whom, as well as ourselves, it is his duty to take care.105

This claim overlooks the fact that most of the Indigenous people of Upper Canada did not
want to move to Great Manitoulin Island. As Mississauga Methodist missionary Rev.
Peter Jones (Kahkewaquonaby) wrote,
The Colonial Government have made an attempt to locate the scattering tribes of
Indians in Upper Canada on the great Manitoulin Island; but, on account of many
disadvantages, the Indians in general have refused to settle on it.106

This claim also overlooks the fact that the government’s duty had been to honour its
many commitments to protect the Indigenous peoples' rights to land, hunting, and fishing,
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which it had not done. Instead, the government repeatedly ignored all of the
Proclamations and Instructions, the verbal and written promises, and the verbal and
written treaty rights, in favour of acquiring more Indigenous land and land reserved for
Indigenous peoples. Perhaps, as Shananhan (1994) noted, the “shifting tide of white
settlement” had moved north.107 Alternatively, the perception of a land shortage may
have moved north. For example, Read (1988) confirmed that land was available for
settlement in the Home District (immediately north of Toronto between Lake Ontario and
Georgian Bay) until the 1840s.108 Regardless, as had been the case in the more southerly
parts of Upper Canada, the Indigenous peoples once more were in the way. On an ongoing basis, Indigenous peoples were framed as being to blame for the pending loss of
the Island. As had been the case with the Pennefather Report in 1858, more such framing
took place at the Council held at Manitowaning on October 5, 1861, to negotiate a
surrender. Commissioners W. R. Bartlett and Charles Lindsay told the assembled
Anishinaabe people that
You are aware that in the year 1836, the Island on which we are now assembled
was the subject of conflicting claims on the part of two Indian Tribes, the Ottawas
and the Chippewas[,] and the Government. A compromise was come to at a
Council held at this place on the 9th of August 1836 between 1,500 of yourselves
and your Father, Sir Francis Head, then Governor of Upper Canada, by which the
three contending claimants agreed that this Island should be given up for
settlement by all the Indians, whom the Government might permit to come here.
At that time there were 9,300 Indians, under the protection of your Great Father,
who assembled at an appointed place every year in Upper Canada. It was then
thought that this large number would make this Island the place of their future
settlement. If they had done so, and followed your example in becoming
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cultivators of the soil, the intention of the Government in settling this Island with
Indians would have been carried out. Unfortunately, however, your people have
not availed themselves of the opportunity of collecting, as settlers, upon this
Island in a body by whom a large portion of its best soil might have been
cultivated.
While regretting that this should be the case, your Great Father has sent us here to
announce to you his determination to carry out the principle of settlement agreed
upon in 1836, in the only other way that is possible. The quantity of land which,
in 1836, was deemed sufficient for the wants of nearly 10,000 of your people is
too great to be brought under cultivation by the limited number of you who are
actually settled upon it.109

Much of this narrative is not supported by the documentary record. The 1836
memorandum had everything to do with getting the Indigenous peoples of Upper Canada
out of the way of southerly settlers’ and nothing to do with real or imagined “conflicting
claims” on the part of the Ottawa and the Chippewa. In fact, Head had acknowledged
that the Ottawa and the Chippewa had a joint claim to Great Manitoulin Island.110 The
two 1836 memoranda were Head’s unauthorized inventions and, as such, did not involve
a “compromise.” An estimated 1,500 Indigenous people attended the “present”
distribution in the summer of 1836,111 so the 9,300 and later “nearly 10,000,” figures may
refer to all of the Indigenous peoples residing in Upper Canada at that time. However,
7,500 of them were not involved in the 1836 agreement. Moreover, “the principle of
settlement agreed upon in 1836” was to extend an invitation to all of the Indigenous
peoples in Upper Canada as well as those on the north shores to move to Great
Manitoulin Island.
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As Shanahan (1994) has argued, the 1836 memoranda did not state or imply that a
quota had been introduced for the number of Indigenous people who had to move to the
Island,112 or that a time limit to the agreement had been established by which the
imaginary quota had to resettle on the Island. The colonial government’s argument
finally came down to the deficit thinking that prevailed among the Imperialists and
colonizers: “If you cannot or will not farm all of the land as we would, you cannot have
it.” Disregarding the unsuitability of granite for farming and their own statements
acknowledging the Indigenous peoples’ attempts to farm on the Island, the government
made it clear that Indigenous peoples’ preference for their own economic pursuits was
immaterial. The decision to acquire the land had been made and the colonial narrative
was created to bring that end into effect without regard for truth or justice.
Despite the Anishinaabeg’s refusal to allow the Island to be surveyed, the next
month John Stoughton Dennis surveyed Great Manitoulin Island.113 Apparently, Dennis
found the resources and potential that the government wanted to exist on Great
Manitoulin Island. Also in that month,
The Department of Crown Lands announced increased restrictions on timber sales
in November 1861. This was immediately viewed on Manitoulin Island as
punishment for the land surrender refusal.114

The Anishinaabeg’s perceptions of being punished for refusing to surrender land
were correct in 1861, just as Captain Ironside’s observation concerning enforced
compliance with surrender would be correct in 1862 (no matter how strongly his
superiors had reprimanded him for predicting and articulating their punitive treatment).
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The Manitoulin Anishinaabeg continued to consolidate their stance and to
communicate with each other regarding their lands. On March 19, 1862, Judge Colonel
John Prince wrote from Sault Ste. Marie to the Commissioner of Crown Lands at Quebec
to advise the government of a
matter [that] has been conveyed to me through the instrumentality of an Indian;
and I have no doubt that his report is substantially correct.
It seems that a large meeting of the Indians took place a short time since at
Wikwemikon [sic] near Mahnetooahning, [sic] on Mahnatoolin [sic] Island – the
object of which was to denounce the Government Scheme (as reported,) of
forcing the Indians to Surrender their Interests in that Island, and to resist any
interruption whatsoever to their cutting down and selling Timber and firewood at
their free will and pleasure – and my informant states that positive declarations
were made by the leading men at that meeting that they would shoot down all
who interrupted them in the exercize of their assumed rights, and that they
particularly mentioned Captain George Ironside, the visiting superintendent, as an
object of their vengeance! It has, moreover, been represented to me, that a certain
Priest (or Missionary) there, encouraged those disgraceful Proceedings.115

Despite the Anishinaabeg’s obvious concerns, in his Report on Manitoulin Island,
William Spragge, who had been appointed to the new position of Deputy Superintendent
General of Indian Affairs (new perhaps because of the 1861 failure) on March 17,
1862,116 described it as “a matter of great importance to acquire for general settlement the
Manitoulin Islands in Lake Huron.”117 On the same day he tabled his report, June 27,
1862, the Deputy-Superintendent of Indian Affairs noted that
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one of the Manitoulin chiefs had written to the governor general [sic] reminding
him of past pledges and insisting the island had not been and never would be
given up.118

In the fall of 1862, the Superintendent General of Indian Affairs, William McDougall,
and the Deputy Superintendent of Indian Affairs called a treaty council at
Manitowaning.119 Prior to the council, Captain Ironside was instructed to meet with the
various Anishinaabe groups on Great Manitoulin Island to encourage them to support a
surrender.120 On August 14, 1862, Captain Ironside advised the Deputy Superintendent
of Indian Affairs that
when first the report of the intention of the Government to settle a portion of the
Manitoulin with whites reached the Island, a certain party here represented to the
Indians that unless they were careful they would lose their Property.
Consequentially, a Paper was drawn up and to which nearly all the Indians of the
Island were induced to subscribe their names, to the effect that they, by mutual
agreement, were determined, in the amount ___ to part with any portion of their
land. Moreover ____ ___ out to all who might hereafter in any way hinder this
arrangement. Hence the cause of the fear before alluded to.121

Through creating this “Paper,” the Manitoulin Anishinaabeg attempted to unite and to
resist the divide-and-conquer strategy that had worked so well for the British elsewhere
in the province while at the same time reflecting a British technique. The “fear” that was
mentioned suggests that all of the Anishinaabeg who signed the “Paper” were expected to
support this binding document. In the same letter, Ironside also told Spragge that
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The Indians require to be convinced that the Government means well towards
them by making such a liberal offer, and that if rejected their compliance will be
enforced.122

Ironside was reprimanded twice for suggesting this enforcement measure would be taken.
On August 23, 1862, Ironside was directed “to rectify this misconception.”123 Two days
later, Ironside was advised that
Neither the Imperial nor the Colonial Government have at any time employed
intimidation by threatening coercion under any form when endeavouring to induce
the Indians to make cessions of land for Sale and Settlement.124

Clearly, by not repeating the default official narrative, Ironside had touched a nerve.
Regardless, the acquisition work continued and, some would say, so did the coercion.
Pressure Secures Treaty No. 94, Acquiring Most of Great Manitoulin Island
Less than 30 years after the first Manitoulin Island treaty, the second Manitoulin
Island Treaty was signed on October 6, 1862, again at Manitowaning on the Great
Manitoulin Island.125 The Superintendent-General of Indian Affairs, William McDougall,
was the Commissioner in charge of negotiating a surrender, assisted by the Deputy
Superintendent of Indian Affairs,126 William Spragge, encountered opposition when they
broached the terms of the surrender. First, the Anishinaabeg rejected the 1862 offer
outright.127 Shortly thereafter, a roughly east (largely Protestant, “modernist”) versus
west (largely Roman Catholic, “traditionalist”) division became apparent between the
Anishinaabeg who were in favour of accepting the surrender terms and those who were
opposed.128 In response to the lack of consensus, McDougall amended the terms and
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proposed the exemption of the eastern part of the Island, from the Manitoulin Gulf and
Heywood Sound, from the surrender.129 The treaty formally recorded the refusal as
follows:
And whereas a majority of the chiefs of certain bands residing on that portion of
the island easterly of Heywood Sound and the Manitoulin Gulf, have expressed
their unwillingness to accede to this proposal as respects that portion of the island,
but have assented to the same as respects all other portions thereof, and whereas
the Chiefs and Principal Men of the bands residing on the island westerly of the
said sound and gulf, have agreed to accede to the said proposal.130

The amended terms to surrender the western part of the Island were accepted on behalf of
many of the Manitoulin Anishinaabeg by nineteen of the Chiefs and principal men.131
Article seven of the Treaty stated that:
That portion of the Island easterly of Heywood Sound and Manitoulin Gulf, and
the Indians now residing there, are exempted from the operation of this agreement
as respects survey, sale of lots, granting deeds to Indians, and payment in respect
of moneys derived from sales in other parts of the Island. But the said Indians
will remain under the protection of the Government as formerly [hence its status
as a “deemed reserve”], and the said easterly part or division of the island will
remain open for the occupation of any Indians entitled to reside upon the Island as
formerly, subject, in case of dispute, to the approval of the Government.132

Article eight made provision for the easterly (Wikwemikong) Anishinaabeg to be able to
agree to the Treaty at a later date.133 On behalf of the Wikwemikong Anishinaabeg, the
Treaty was signed by
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one of the Chiefs of the Wequainorekong band, [who appended] his signature in
testimony of his general approval and his assent as an individual to all the terms
of the above agreement.134

No explanation was offered for why the Treaty text refers to the Wikwemikong signatory
in the singular, while identifying two signatories.135 There are also slight differences
between the names associated with the two Wikwemikong signatories in two sources:
“Teh-Kum-Meh, (totem) Paim-Saih-Duno, (totem)” (Canada, 1891a) and “Sihkummeh.
[L. S.] Runio Sahleng. [L. S.]” (Morris, 1880).136
Dated October 6, 1862, the surrender was signed on October 7, 1862,137 and
approved by the Governor General in Council on November 14, 1862.138 The “Ottawa,
Chippewa and other Indians occupying the said Island” received a payment of 700 dollars
at signing,139 which was an advance on the proceeds of the land sales. The size of Great
Manitoulin Island was estimated to be about three-quarters of a million acres, “half of
which at least is believed [by the colonizers when it suited them] to be of good quality
and fit for settlement.”140 The 1862 treaty ceded “more than four-fifths of the island.”141
Hence, the majority of the Island was surrendered under dubious circumstances and, as
Pearen (2012) reported, after an abrupt change of mind, such that
between the Saturday evening adjournment and the Monday morning resumption,
four chiefs were persuaded to surrender [...] They later regretted signing, and
attempted to cancel the treaty.142

Ultimately, numerous “Chiefs and Principal Men” (including the Indian Department
Interpreter, Ottawa Chief Jean-Baptiste Assiginack, and one of his relatives) signed the
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1862 surrender document.143 Eloquence or “promises, threats, and even liquor” may
have been used to persuade the chiefs to sign the surrender document.144 Moreover, the
surrender contravened the protocols of the Royal Proclamation of 1763 and other
instruments as consensus had not been reached within the groups to cede their land.
Since a majority of the [Great Manitoulin] island's Indian inhabitants resided in
the east, the agreement to open the bulk of the island to non-Aboriginal settlement
was struck with a minority of the Indian inhabitants.145

Wightman (1982) reported that
The propriety of his [McDougall's] actions, which netted most of the Manitoulin
through an agreement with less than half of the Island's population of about 1,350,
is certainly open to question, but no more so than the apparent actions of the
Jesuits in their preparation of the Indian to oppose his offer.146

Alternatively, it might be argued that the Anishinaabeg's efforts to retain part of Great
Manitoulin Island, and some reserved land in the rest of the island, were aided by the
Jesuits' counsel.
Response to the 1862 treaty varied greatly. In a letter marked “Private,” dated at
Quebec, June 18, 1862, John A. Macdonald wrote from the Attorney General's
Department in Upper Canada [sic: Canada West] to congratulate the Hon. John Beverley
Robinson on the recent surrender in which he seemed to have been instrumental if not
present when it took place. Macdonald wrote
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My dear Robinson:
I intended to have seen you prior to your departure last week for Toronto – the
failure was owing to my having mistaken the hour when the steamer was to start.
I must [ ] say that I regretted this as I was desirous to bid Mrs. Robinson farewell
– (explain this and remember me kindly in that [ ]) and to congratulate yourself
besides, on the result of the most [ ] & persevering efforts that man could make, to
[ ] on an incoming Administrator the consideration of a matter involving the sale –
(or should I not say surrender) of a million acres of land – I can scarcely even now
realize how you managed to obtain the decision arrived at – not because there was
anything wrong in the [ ] – but how you were propelled as it were to [take the
thing ___] at all, amidst the turmoil and confusion incident to the [ ] by which we
were surrounded – your pluck did the thing, that’s all – I shall be glad to learn that
your English friends will regard the decision to purchase as a favourable one – the
tract bordering on an inland sea on one side & on [Frenchis] [sic] river on the
other offers advantages – not [ ] by the purchasers of other blocks in more isolated
sections of the Province.147

Five years before Confederation, when he became Canada’s first Prime Minister,
Macdonald clearly suggested that he was concerned not only with the acquisition of the
land from the Anishinaabeg but also with British authorities’ (“your English friends”)
perceptions of the acquisition. The response of colonial officials such as Robinson
contrasted dramatically with that of some other observers at the time, notably the senior
Jesuit priest at Wikmemikong, Père Jean-Pierre Choné. While Robinson's focus lay
across the Atlantic, Choné was more concerned with justice for the Anishinaabeg, his
spiritual justification for being a settler. In a petition dated September 16, 1863, Choné
protested the 1862 treaty and demanded that it be annulled and that the Anishinaabeg’s
rights and properties from the 1836 treaty be reinstated.148 Although Choné did not refer
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to the Royal Proclamation of 1763, the Indian Department’s English translation of his
fifth and sixth points indicated that the 1862 treaty had breached the protocols set out in
the Royal Proclamation of 1763:
5o The Indians, the pretended grantees represent only a weak minority.
6 o This minority is purely nominal, the Chiefs having acted against the intention
of their respective tribes and consequently without authority as is established by
the privileges of all orations. These intentions have had repeated manifestations
in general council.149

In his petition, Choné also pointed out that
There is besides a great quantity of good land on the continent [sic] along the
North shores of Lake Huron, land not yet sold though already surveyed.150

Choné’s points appear to have gone unremarked and his petition was not successful
although curiously the department’s records also provide an English translation of a letter
Choné had written to “Monsieur the Most Reverend The ___ [Prior?] General” on
October 14, 1863, in which he expressed his concern with the treaty and how the
surrender had been obtained.151 Importantly, Choné had pointed to the ready availability
of land nearby that been occasioned by the Robinson Huron and Robinson Superior
treaties of 1850. Although he would likely not have known it at the time, Choné’s point
was particularly apt since the reserves that were surveyed subsequent to the treaty seemed
to be smaller than had been agreed upon in 1850. For example,
Many of the treaties signed in Ontario gave rise almost immediately to concerns
by First Nations that the Crown had not lived up to its treaty promises. In some
cases, such as the Robinson Treaties of 1850, several First Nations believed that
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the reserves ultimately set aside for them were significantly smaller than those
promised in the treaty.152
This situation emphasizes the necessity to question why the colonial officials
were in such a rush to obtain so much Indigenous land, including Anishinaabe land
(Great Manitoulin Island153) and land reserved for Anishinaabe groups (by the Robinson
treaties154). Curiously, in March 1864, the same William McDougall tabled a report
concerning the availability of land in the colony. McDougall explained that
So many contradictory statements have been made respecting the situation and
quality of the public lands now open for sale in Upper Canada, that I felt it to be
my duty to collect the most reliable information within my reach, not only to
guide the Department in laying out colonization roads, granting timber licenses,
and dealing with the applications of squatters and intending settlers, but to supply
necessary data to the Government and the Legislature for the consideration of
measures of general public policy. A colored map accompanies this report, which
shows the character of the land and timber in the newly surveyed townships
between the Ottawa River and Georgian Bay. This map has been Carefully
compiled from the surveyors' field notes, and the timber maps, which since 1859
have formed part of the surveyors' returns. These returns have been verified by
reference to the reports of surveys for timber limits, colonization roads,
exploration lines, &c., which have been made at various times, and have
intersected nearly every township of the territory embraced in the colored map. A
similar map, but necessarily less complete, of the townships surveyed on the north
shores of Lakes Huron and Superior, accompanies this report.155
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McDougall’s language suggested that the alleged shortage of land for settlement was a
fiction. The fiction may have been a convenient way for the colonial government to
maintain a lucrative revenue stream. As Nelles (1974) observed,
No politician dared to appear to exclude the pioneer, the symbolic embodiment of
all civic virtue, from the northern forest. The device of crown ownership and
licensed rental gave the lumbermen access to the forest, returned a welcome
revenue, and under ideal circumstances generated cut-over lands that could then
be recovered from the lumbermen and passed on free to homesteaders. The visibly
temporary tenure of the lumberman, expressed in his annual licence and ground
rent charges, allowed the state to open up desirable lands when pressed [or when
it seemed expedient] to do so. Because it served the political and economic
interests so well, crown ownership continued to serve as the basis of Ontario’s
forest law on into the twentieth century [and from there, into the twenty-first
century].156

The Indigenous peoples neither figured in this forest-license-cleared land equation nor
were they “visibly temporary.” Further to this point or, perhaps, because of it, Indigenous
peoples sometimes did not receive what they had been promised despite the promise
having been documented either in treaty negotiation minutes or in the formal treaty
documents. For example,
The Dominion of Canada somehow “lost” an Ojibwa reserve they had created
through negotiations with the Indians at Whitefish Lake in 1850. Thirty-nine
years later, the Dominion was involved in litigation with Ontario over whether the
reserve had in fact been created. Ironically, the Dominion called as its witnesses
Shewanaskishick and Mongowin, who remembered precisely where the agreed
upon boundaries of the reserve were. The memories of the two men were perfect,
setting out the exact boundaries that their fathers and the government of Canada
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had carefully negotiated. Neither the statutory law nor the common law of
Canada embodied the legality of that reserve: Native legal culture preserved that
law for Canada and for the small band involved. Native law and Native
recollection of both the substance of Canadian law and of the legal facts
underlying Native rights cases must be given the effect of law, because judicial
formalism cannot give effect to either the substance or common law of Native
rights.157

The government’s “forgetfulness” may have been to its financial benefit. As Johnston
(2006) asserted,
Government anticipation of settlement demands, however, appears to have been
overstated. Today, the vast majority of surrendered lands have yet to be patented
to private owners. Instead, 87 percent of lands in Ontario, some 937,000 square
kilometres, remain within the public domain, as Ontario Crown lands. The
remaining 12 percent of lands in Ontario are privately held.158

Regardless, the land acquisitions carried on. The period following the 1862 Treaty was a
time of great change. The Indian Department “Establishment” at Manitowaning was
closed and government funding was reduced as the land was patented.159 Settlers began
arriving at Great Manitoulin Island in 1864, two years before the Island was scheduled to
officially open for non-Indigenous settlement.160 It is not clear why some people were so
keen to move to Great Manitoulin Island, however, it may be that some re-settlers
migrated in an effort to recreate a lifestyle that was vanishing or lost in southern Ontario
just as some settlers had migrated to Upper Canada from Europe earlier in the century for
the same reason. Alternatively, it may simply have been the desire to have a fresh start.
Another possibility may have been that the Island held the same appeal as the north,
432

DIFFERING FACTORS IN DISPOSSESSIONS, 1820-1865
while being closer to the more settled areas to the south. Several options were
reasonable. As Nelles (1974) noted,
this barren, northern wilderness seemed destined to remain forever empty, to repel
by its very nature the expansion of agricultural settlement. Instead it gave the
promise of a new experience, the creation of an industrial economy based upon its
unique natural resources. It was in this double sense that the north was new: it
furnished new ground for the extension of familiar activity, and raw materials for
the growth of a whole new generation of modern industries.161

Perhaps confirming Nelles’s (1974) analysis, a trader, William McKenzie, settled with his
family at Wikwemikong in the mid-1850s,162 well before the Island was surrendered.
Likely McKenzie’s presence had been tolerated because he provided a service to the
Manitoulin Anishinaabeg. Subsequent settlers, however, were not similarly helpful to the
Anishinaabeg. Surtees (1986c), who subscribed to the land shortage rationale, wrote that
The Indians may have been unwilling to move to the Island, but by 1860, there
were other people who were prepared, even anxious, to do so. There was a
shortage of good arable land available in the province, and while the soil of the
Manitoulin was inferior to other areas in the province, there were farmers who
were ready to move there.163

Surtees (1986c) did not elaborate on why “farmers” (who presumably were termed that
because they were already established on farms in the south of the colony) would be
attracted to such a rocky location or why they would not have preferred to settle on land
on the already surveyed north shore. Regardless, the Island must have held some appeal
for the incoming settlers, possibly some of the same appeal as it held for Indigenous
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people, affording refuge, providing protection from a changing society, and offering the
opportunity to maintain or recreate a traditional way of life. For many settlers, part of
that life would have involved membership in a Christian denomination and so early
settlers were accompanied by clergy. For example, in 1864, an Anglican missionary, Rev.
Jabez Sims settled with his family in Manitowaning.164 The north shores of Lakes Huron
and Superior and beyond, however, never did receive the anticipated non-Indigenous
settlement.165 The settlers who reached as far as Great Manitoulin Island likely did not
see themselves as agents of dispossession. Instead they would have had eyes only for the
opportunity and they would not have seen the cost to the Anishinaabeg. While individual
settlers did not cause dispossession, they certainly reproduced the social causes of
dispossession in their language and attitudes. Some of these aspects that are of particular
relevance to dispossession are analyzed next.
Narrative Tools of Dispossession
Dispossession pertinent to this case was facilitated by the use of narrative to
frame the Indigenous peoples and to construct the pretense of treaties being protective.
In addition, scholars must also consider the differing characteristics and impacts of the
1836 and 1862 treaties. First, narrative was used to naturalize and normalize
dispossession. For example, narrative frequently was used to naturalize a resistible
“force,” emigration from Britain and the United States into Upper Canada (and, later,
Canada West), by equating that immigration to one of the irresistible forces of Nature,
such as gravity, tides, and waves. The emigrants’ subsequent settlement was as inevitable
as their arrival. Using narrative to frame the Indigenous peoples as a “vanishing race”
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helped justify dispersing the Indigenous peoples and taking their land. Moreover,
colonial narratives framing themselves as benevolent obscured the realities of their
instrumentalist practices.
The “civilization and moral and intellectual elevation” of Indigenous peoples was
purported to be a “benevolent enterprise.” Such benevolence was asserted to be
consistent with “vigilant Humanity.” The threat of military force, the devastation of
diseases such as cholera and smallpox, and the encroachments on Indigenous land, which
were not controlled or remedied by the Imperial or colonial authorities, were ongoing. As
a result, therefore, “the decision of indigenous people to surrender vast tracts of land in
return for the provision of reserve lands and a small annuity payment was less an
exchange than a tactical surrender in an attempt to avoid annihilation.”166 Thus, the
surrenders took place under duress. Furthermore, this situation highlighted the paradox
that the Indigenous peoples had to surrender their land in order to have any of it reserved
for them, however temporary such a reservation might turn out to be. The colonial
government used the pretense of its alleged sovereignty167 to survey the Island in
November 1861, when, in fact, its intention was to gain possession of the entire Island.
The colonial government used the pretext of the Indigenous peoples’ “failure” to densely
populate the Island in British style following the 1836 Treaty168 to seek a surrender in
1861 and again in 1862.
Second, the 1836 and 1862 treaties had differing impacts on the Manitoulin
Anishinaabeg. The Treaties were negotiated in different historical contexts resulting in
large part from the demographic increase of Europeans in the colony that, by 1862, had
changed the human and physical geography of the colony. In contrast to the 1836 Treaty,
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which spurred a small influx of Indigenous peoples, the 1862 Treaty resulted in an
immediate influx of non-Indigenous settlers to Great Manitoulin Island. Interestingly,
Shanahan (1994) argued that the 1836 treaty delayed the arrival of settlers sufficiently
long enough for the Anishinaabeg to form a unity, which in turn allowed them to mount
resistance to the surrenders sought in 1861 and 1862.169 This situation created a choice
for the Wikwemikong Anishinaabeg that they might not otherwise have had.170 The
outcome of their decision has survived as, to this day, Wikwemikong not only continues
to be “unceded territory,” but it also continues to be a rare example of colonially
recognized unceded territory.
The 1836 treaty combined the “civilization” policy and the segregation policy. In
contrast, the 1862 treaty reflected a shift to a punitive policy to acquire as much
Indigenous land as possible and to confine as many Indigenous people as possible to
increasingly smaller plots of land, thereby reducing the impediment they posed to
“progress.” About 1845, between the two treaties, the government stopped investing in
the Indian Department “Establishment” at Manitowaning on Great Manitoulin Island.
This withdrawal of support was a form of negative or indirect pressure that likely
discouraged some Indigenous peoples from moving to the Island. It also allowed the
government to complain in 1861 about the situation – the lack of population – to justify
dispossession. The apparent lack of population may have reflected traditional Indigenous
land use, and it also may have been more apparent than real because the resident
Indigenous population actually was increasing (in children under 21).171 Furthermore,
perhaps expectations for an influx of Indigenous people were too high since the British
had known at least since 1836 that Great Manitoulin Island was not a popular destination
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for many of the more southerly Indigenous groups, notably, for example, the Chippewa of
Lakes Huron, Couchiching, and Simcoe, and the “American” Potawatomi. Finally,
perhaps these alleged expectations were simply a ruse for dispossession because, despite
the colonizers’ claims, as the senior Jesuit priest at Wikwemikong, Père Jean-Pierre
Choné pointed out, the availability of surveyed land on the North Shore of Lake Huron
indicated that there had not been a great influx of settlers there either.
In October of 1862, the Treaty Commissioners left Great Manitoulin Island
quickly before winter set in. Given the land acquisition that was rampant at the time
(immediately prior to Confederation), it is probable that, even if they had not acquired
most of the Island in 1862, the British would have returned every spring thereafter until
they obtained the surrender. However, the 1862 surrender begs the question why the
colonial authorities did not come back to acquire Wikwemikong. It may be that the
compelling arguments against the 1862 treaty mounted, for example, by Père Choné,
made a small difference. It is more likely, however, that the British anticipated meeting
stiffer resistance from the remaining Chiefs and many of the Anishinaabe people. The
British had acquired more than four-fifths of what they wanted at very little cost, so
perhaps leaving Wikwemikong alone was a strategic move. Perhaps there was a faint
awareness that they had not followed the protocols set out in the Royal Proclamation and
other instruments, or perhaps there was a perceived risk attached to pushing the
Anishinaabeg into an uprising, which likely would not have been popular with the British
public. If the non-Indigenous settlers thought about it at all, they likely would have been
pleased to believe that the land had been acquired through “clean” transactions, affording
them clear title to the land they had bought.
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The Wikwemikong example of a strategic response that actually worked was the
exception to the dispossession of most of Great Manitoulin Island in 1862. Overall, this
case illustrates the use and utility of extinction narrative and pretense, and the political
expediency of indigenous land acquisition. Although the Anishinaabeg did not actually
leave or stop visiting Great Manitoulin Island seasonally, over time, their usable land
base was repeatedly eroded, first, in 1836, to share with people from other Indigenous
groups and then, in 1862, to “share” with settlers of European origin or descent. This
case advances the argument that dispossession experiences differed among Anishinaabe
groups by illustrating that, in certain situations, there could be room for decision-making
concerning, for example, choosing to share the land, which seemed to satisfy the British
while protecting the land from surrender for settlement and commercial exploitation.
Concluding Thoughts About the Roles of Pretense, Narrative, and Political
Expediency in Indigenous Land Acquisition
From an Anishinaabe point of view, particularly for the Ottawa and northern
Ojibwa, Great Manitoulin Island was always central, certainly to their spirituality if not to
their physical existence. From a colonial point of view, Great Manitoulin Island was
always peripheral to the centre, to where the seat of colonial government was
headquartered. This was a marginalizing pattern. Great Manitoulin Island itself did not
change, but Indian Department officials’ and settlers’ perceptions of it did. This situation
confirms Kalandides’s (2011) observation that place is always political.172 The political
nature of place can be seen, for example, through examining how Great Manitoulin
Island was constituted so that some of the possible narratives about that place could be
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identified and some of the “hierarchy of narratives”173 could be viewed. While, as
Shanahan (1994) reported, the “shifting tide of white settlement” may have moved
north,174 it is also likely that, the perception of a land shortage may have moved north.
Indian Department officials’ careers were linked to the “successful” implementation of
Imperial and colonial policies and through this to the acquisition of traditional
Anishinaabe land and land reserved for Anishinaabe people. Moreover, the hierarchical
narratives were not limited to the non-Indigenous colonizers. This situation was apparent
in 1861 when some of the Manitoulin Anishinaabe refused to demonstrate their objection
to selling the Island by signing the “Paper.”175 Similarly, those Anishinaabe did not keep
apart from colonizers on the Island. This situation continued to be apparent in 1862 when
the Manitoulin Anishinaabe disagreed concerning the terms of the surrender.
From 1850 on, the pressure on the Anishinaabeg of Great Manitoulin Island and
the north shore of Lakes Huron and Superior to surrender land was unrelieved. The
pressure exerted could be direct or indirect, which demonstrated that dispossession was
complex. Direct pressure meant clear communication of intent to acquire land and a
demand for, or obvious expectation of, compliance on the part of the Anishinaabeg, such
as in 1861 and 1862. Indirect pressure could mean the withdrawal of support, as in the
case of Manitowaning in 1845, and the failure of the government to provide promised
support or to honour promises, such as to protect Indigenous lands or lands reserved for
Indigenous peoples from encroachment or to ensure access to hunting and fishing
grounds, which began almost as soon as the promises were made. For the Manitoulin
Anishinaabeg and their Anishinaabe neighbours, dispossession pressure must have
seemed relentless. The Manitoulin Anishinaabeg demonstrated their attachment to place
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in several ways. Despite promises of permanence, repeated attempts at dispossession,
and steady non-Indigenous commercial encroachment in the neighbouring waters and
mainland, the Anishinaabeg tried to preserve as much of their homeland as possible while
retaining their right to govern it as long as possible.
Their ability to make strategic choices and to remain in place, albeit first with
more Indigenous and then non-Indigenous neighbours, was consistent with the
experiences of a few other Anishinaabe groups. The sustained pressure exerted to
compel them to surrender their land also was consistent with the experiences of many
more Anishinaabe groups. While the Manitoulin Anishinaabeg were not completely
displaced from the Island, they were dispossessed of four-fifths of it and forced to live on
small parcels of land on the Island. Thus, the Manitoulin Anishinaabeg’s experiences
were not isolated, singular events, but rather were part of the larger process of
dispossession. Further to this complicated larger process, the next chapter presents an
analysis of the attempted dispossession from, and the successful repossession of Walpole
Island by, the Walpole Anishinaabeg, illustrating the themes of autonomy and agency in
decision making, of balancing place attachment and pragmatism, of the use and utility of
discourse to dispossess, and of sympathetic treatment of an Anishinaabe group by a local
colonial official in the context of government abdication of responsibility.
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Chapter 10. Case Study: American Squatters in Upper Canadian Courts: The
Attempted Dispossession of Walpole Island from the Anishinaabeg, 1839-1845,
Illustrating the Themes of Autonomy and Agency When the Walpole Anishinaabeg
Attempted to Have Colonial Legislation Employed to Defend Their Interests, of
Balancing Place Attachment and Pragmatism When They Sacrificed The Lower
Reserve To Save The Spiritually Important Island, of the Use and Utility of
Discourse to Dispossess Through Legal Inequity, and of Sympathetic Treatment of
an Anishinaabe Group by a Local Colonial Official in Decision Making in the
Context of Government Abdication of Responsibility

Colonialism was not straightforward and dispossession was often haphazard.
Claims that an underlying logic drove colonial processes were mistaken. The need for a
treaty could be ignored, as could the absence of a treaty that was claimed to exist
although actions might have been prompted by claims of its existence. Indigenous
people’s rights to land could go unrecognized, even if it had never been surrendered.1
Indigenous voices could go unheard.
When non-Indigenous squatters overran Walpole Island and the Lower Reserve in
the 1840s, the colonial government did not act to defend the Anishinaabeg’s interests.
Confronted by severe settler encroachment and attempted missionary encroachment, the
Anishinaabeg had to choose between what to give up and what to protect. Having given
up hope of salvaging the Lower Reserve,2 the Anishinaabeg sought assistance that was
rendered under the terms of poorly written colonial legislation. The assistance came from
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local colonial officials whose superiors watched from a distance, offering less than
rousing support. In particular, one individual, an Assistant Superintendent of Indian
Affairs, John William Keating, organized the efforts to evict the squatters and bore the
brunt of the numerous court cases3 that followed.
Some scholars have criticized Keating, but regardless of his perceived or alleged
failings, researchers should acknowledge the importance of his efforts to respond to the
Anishinaabeg of Walpole Island Chiefs’ requests to have the squatters expelled led to
their eventual eviction. Historian Leighton (1975), for example, reported that, when the
“Chippewas of Walpole Island” had been unsuccessful in obtaining an advance on their
annuity, they “decided to take this and ‘any grievances they wished to complain of – or
any favours they wished to solicit’ to London [England].”4 Leighton (1975) argued that
the Anishinaabeg
were supported in this scheme by their acting superintendent, the devious,
ambitious William Keating, whose chief hope seems to have been that he might
advance himself in the Indian Department by capitalizing on the Chippewas'
grievances and drawing the attention of high officialdom to him.5

Given that Keating was variously referred to as an “Acting” or “Assistant”
Superintendent of Indian Affairs and that he had a family to support, Leighton's (1975)
claim concerning Keating's ambition6 may well have been true, but it does not detract
from the fact that, unlike other colonial officials, Keating actually tried to support the
interests of the Walpole Anishinaabeg.
Invoking Leighton’s (1981)7 authority to introduce her arguments, Telford (1997)
described Keating as “nefarious” and, after conflating the behaviour of Keating and his
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colleagues with that of the Chief Superintendent of Indian Affairs, Samuel Peters Jarvis,
accused Keating of “defalcations and abuse of power.”8 Although Keating likely was
involved in, or at least aware of, a failed attempt to have one-hundred acres of land from
the surrendered Lower Reserve allocated to his wife,9 he does not seem to have benefitted
from his time as an Assistant Superintendent of Indian Affairs to the extent that he ever
became financially secure. A surveyor married to an Anishinaabe woman, Keating
seemed to spend most of his adult life on the move searching for work. In contrast, Jarvis
was well connected in Upper Canada by birth and marriage.10 Telford (1997) alleged that
“many dozens of the letters which passed among the Bagot commissioners, and between
them and the Civil Secretary and others above him” suggested that, like Jarvis, Keating
and his colleagues were being investigated and would eventually be “fired for
defalcations, fraud and other abuses,”11 but did not cite the letters or otherwise indicate
their location and so, with respect to this case, her claims against Keating are not
sufficiently supported. This omission weakens Telford's (1997) allegations against
Keating. Moreover, the evidence offered involving Chippewas of Sarnia Chief David
Wawanosh must be balanced against Wawanosh’s apparently close relationship with land
speculator Malcolm Cameron.12
Furthermore, given that his superior and colleagues also had been commissioned
under the same Act (1839)13 to defend the interests of the Indigenous people whose
interests they were being paid to protect, demonizing Keating is not adequate to
understand his role in actively defending the sovereign rights of the Walpole
Anishinaabeg. Typically, subordinates' support of Indigenous peoples was not popular
with senior Indian Department officials. For example,
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Cap't Elliot [sic] of the Indian Department [was] dismissed in 1799 for taking the
part of the Indians. Authorities would grant him no redress. He did not obey the
Red Tape orders but tried to do his duty as the Government made the people at
large believe they were conducting affairs in reality. It was a mere cloak.14

While it is difficult to definitively determine Keating’s motivation solely from
archival records, his efforts may have been influenced by virtue of his wife’s heritage as
she was a Walpole-area Anishinaabe woman, with whom by 1845 he had had four
children.15 Further to this, the Walpole Anishinaabeg may have learned of the legislation
if Keating mentioned his commission under the Act (1839) or the potential usefulness of
the legislation to his wife. Although the agent’s efforts were legally sanctioned and
carried out in accordance with his orders (all of the local superintendents and their
superior, the Chief Superintendent, had been commissioned to enforce the provisions of
the 1839 Act),16 it seemed that Keating, with some limited assistance from his colleague,
the Superintendent of Indian Affairs for the River St. Clair, William Jones, were the only
ones to do so. Moreover, Keating was subsequently taken to court by a number of the
squatters involved, many of whom were American. It may be that his treatment by the
Upper Canadian judiciary differed from that of Jones because of Keating’s marriage to an
Anishinaabe woman. It also may be likely that his behaviour pursuant to his duty as a
Commissioner of the Act (1839) differed from that of other commissioned officials for
the same reason. Thus, through kinship, Keating may have lobbied on behalf of the
various Anishinaabe groups to a far greater extent than other Indian Agents who had not
married into the group would have.
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It is often assumed that treaty-making or unilaterally imposed legislation were the
central mechanisms, as well as the most effective ones, through which Indigenous lands
were alienated and dispossessed by colonial powers. The Walpole Island situation,
however, showed that the alienation and dispossession of Indigenous lands could result
from a series of haphazard actions that could work in concert to produce the same effect
as treaty extinguishment or legislative appropriation. Paradoxically, a sympathetic Indian
Agent pursuing legal avenues on their behalf could end up nearly failing when he was
challenged on feigned technicalities or when support was not forthcoming from his
superior. English legal traditions contradictorily upheld both de jure (top-down, formal,
or officially sanctioned) and de facto (bottom-up, informal, or practiced but not officially
sanctioned) “ownership” traditions, for example, respecting the stipulations of the Royal
Proclamation of 1763 or the rights of squatters under common law. Although Robinson
reportedly claimed to disdain squatters, Harring (1998) pointed out that, as a land
speculator, Chief Justice Robinson would have benefitted from squatters’ ability to
displace Indigenous peoples, thus making their land available for acquisition by nonIndigenous settlers and increasing the value of land.17 Furthermore, although Robinson
and Keating worked for the same government, they did not move in the same social
circles and they did not act collegially with respect to these cases. Power differences
existed within colonial bureaucracies as well as colonial societies. It is important to
consider the legal, political, and bureaucratic influences on the attempted dispossession
of Walpole Island from, and the successful repossession of Walpole Island by, the
Walpole Anishinaabeg, illustrates the themes of autonomy and agency in decision
making in the context of government abdication of responsibility with its hierarchical
445

DIFFERING FACTORS IN DISPOSSESSIONS, 1820-1865
political and bureaucratic aspects, of surprise when the Walpole Anishinaabeg attempted
to have colonial legislation employed to defend their interests, of balancing place
attachment and pragmatism when they sacrificed the Lower Reserve to save the
spiritually important Island, of the use and utility of discourse to dispossess through legal
inequity, and of sympathetic treatment of an Anishinaabe group by a local colonial
official.
As described in this chapter, several themes emerge from this case: autonomy and
agency in decision making, of surprise when the Walpole Anishinaabeg attempted to
have colonial legislation employed to defend their interests, of balancing place
attachment and pragmatism when they sacrificed the lower reserve to save the spiritually
important island, of the use and utility of discourse to dispossess through legal inequity,
and of sympathetic treatment of an Anishinaabe group by a local colonial official in
decision making in the context of government abdication of responsibility. The chapter
begins by providing background information concerning Walpole Island and the
challenges respecting squatters on the Island and in the surrounding areas. Then the
chapter traces the events that transpired between 1839 and 1845 concerning the attempts
to evict non-Indigenous squatters from Walpole Island and the legal, political, and
bureaucratic responses to those actions. The examination concludes that this attempted
dispossession differed from the previous dispossessions of the Anishinaabeg because of
the combination of the near failure of the provincial legal system to uphold a law (Act,
1839), and the failure of the colonial government executives and the provincial
bureaucracy to support the staff charged with protecting the interests of the Indigenous
peoples.
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Walpole Island-Area Reserves
Walpole Island is located at the confluence of Lake St. Clair and the St. Clair
River. The Island and the reserves created following previous land surrenders, River au
Sable (present-day Stony Point), the Upper Reserve, and the Lower Reserve, and Chenail
Ecarté (the eastern branch of the St. Clair River that flows between Walpole Island and
the mainland of the Essex Peninsula), are illustrated in the following map (see Figure 19).
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Figure 19: Walpole Island and Adjacent Reserves
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Walpole Island was, or became, home to a number of Indigenous groups,
including the Ottawa,18 the Chippewa, and the Potawatomi.19 Settler encroachment on
the Island began early. According to the 1845 Report on the Affairs of the Indians in
Canada submitted by the Commissioners appointed by the Governor General, Sir Charles
Bagot:
The Settlement at Walpole Island was commenced at the close of the American
War, when Col. McKie [sic], called by the Indians “White Elk,” collected and
placed upon the island which lies at the junction of River and Lake St. Clair, the
scattered remains of some tribes of Chippewas who had been engaged on the
British side. Being left for many years without any interference or assistance on
the part of Government, they became a prey to the profligate whites settled on the
frontier, who, by various frauds and in moments of intoxication, obtained leases
and took possession of the most fertile and valuable part of the island.20

This claim notwithstanding, because of its central location and ease of access to multiple
water routes, Walpole Island likely had been at least a regular meeting place for
Anishinaabeg groups for centuries. By the fall of 1797, an estimated five hundred
Anishinaabe peoples from several groups resided at the Chenail Ecarté Reserve.21
Chenail Ecarté, which translates “literally [as] the uncharted channel, is the easternmost
of the watercourses forming the delta at the outlet of the St. Clair River into Lake St.
Clair.”22
In 1800 and 1804, visitors to Walpole Island reported that Indigenous peoples
continued to use the Chenail Ecarté Reserve.23 Their use, however, was not to continue
uninterrupted. On May 24, 1804, Chief Wetawninse wrote to Alexander McKee's son,
Thomas McKee, who had recently been appointed Indian Agent, to complain about
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squatters' encroachments on the Reserve.24 The Chief's complaints evoked no response
from colonial officials. During and after the War of 1812, increasing numbers of
squatters began to occupy lands along the east bank of the St. Clair River.25 Following
the War of 1812, brief consideration was given to settling Indigenous warriors who had
fought for the British at the Chenail Ecarté Reserve, however, ultimately the reserve
lands were either sold or given to non-Indigenous soldiers.26 This disposition
contravened both the Royal Proclamation of 176327 and the terms under which the
Chippewa had agreed to the Chenail Ecarté (Sombra Township) Treaty No. 7.28
Squatters had taken full advantage of the delay in the subsequent negotiations of
the Huron Tract Treaty, encroaching on both the land that had not yet been ceded as well
as on the land reserved in the 1796 Chenail Ecarté Treaty.29 Subsequent surrenders took
place in the context of increasing concern regarding land in Upper Canada. In the 1820s
and 1830s, which was a period of sizeable immigration, there was large-scale
dissatisfaction respecting how land was surveyed and allotted, especially regarding
Crown and clergy reserves and corruption in the Canada Company. Moreover, only adult
males who were able to acquire land could gain the franchise. Accordingly, although
theoretically at that time, Indigenous males were not excluded from gaining the franchise,
culturally, unless Indigenous men held enough land in fee simple, their communal
ownership of land precluded the franchise from being extended to them.30 Some scholars
attribute the rebellions of 1837-1838 in Upper Canada, at least in part, to unrest from
non-Indigenous settlers connected to land.31 As a result, treating squatters gingerly and
overlooking Indigenous peoples’ rights both to land and to have free access land may
have served to calm settlers’ concerns respecting land somewhat.
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Following the signing of the Huron Tract Treaty in 1827, squatting and other
encroachments continued on both the Upper and Lower Reserves.32 Perhaps in an
attempt to manage the situation themselves in the absence of government support,
beginning in the 1820s, some Anishinaabeg chiefs had signed leases with non-Indigenous
squatters,33 but it is more likely that most squatters were not interested in obtaining
permission to be present on the land or in paying rent for their presence. In differing
contexts, there may have many reasons for this phenomenon. For example, it could have
been that squatters feared their Indigenous neighbours and obtained leases to make their
resettlements “safe” in their eyes. Alternatively, the squatters may simply have assumed
they did not need leases because they did not believe that Indigenous peoples owned the
land. In the case of the Walpole Island area, however, the Sarnia Anishinaabeg had
demanded compensation and sharing agreements, but these agreements often were
disregarded, which made the situation deteriorate more rapidly as the interlopers’
numbers increased. As early as 1831, the Sarnia Anishinaabeg requested that the Indian
Department arrange for the removal of “white settlers.”34
In 1835, squatters with no legal right to the land were petitioning Upper Canadian
officials for title. Some of those claims, like that of the Reynolds family's, were based on
false assertions of having made “improvements.”35 In 1836, the nearby Sarnia
Anishinaabeg were complaining to the Indian Department about non-payment of rent by
its tenants and lessees, and requesting their removal.36 Settlement, squatting, and other
encroachment continued throughout the 1830s. This situation resulted in part from a
large influx of settlers between 1833 and 1834 that had challenged the ability of the local
Anishinaabeg to pursue their traditional pursuits of hunting, fishing, and gathering.37 The
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situation was made known to the provincial authorities and may have been made known
to the Imperial authorities. On January 21, 1835, two letters were sent to Colonel
William Rowan, who served as Governor General Sir John Colborne’s Civil Secretary for
Upper Canada from 1832 to 1836,38 concerning Americans and leases on Walpole
Island.39 By 1836, the squatters had opened a road across the Lower Reserve and by
1837, they were cutting wood on the Lower Reserve to sell to Americans to fuel their
steamships.40
The Act (1839) and the Indian Department Commissioners
Settlers’ predatory practices towards Indigenous peoples and their lands were not
restricted to Walpole Island or the surrounding area. Both squatting and resource theft on
Indigenous and “Crown” lands were common throughout the colony. In 1839, Upper
Canada enacted a statute for the Protection of the Lands of the Crown in the Province
from Trespass and Injury (Act, 1839).41 The title of the Act (1839) clearly identified
lands reserved for Indigenous peoples as “Crown” lands. The stated purpose of the Act
(1839) was to protect
the Lands appropriated for the residence of certain Indian Tribes in this Province,
as well as the unsurveyed Lands, and Lands of the Crown ungranted and not
under location, or sold or held by virtue of any lease or license of occupation,
have from time to time been taken possession of by persons having no lawful
right or authority so to do: And whereas the said Lands have also been from time
to time unlawfully entered upon, and the timber, trees, stone and soil, removed
therefrom, and other injuries have been committed thereon: And whereas it is
necessary to provide by law for the summary removal of persons unlawfully
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occupying the said Lands, as also to protect the same from future trespass and
injury.42

Reiterating one of the prohibitions of the Royal Proclamation of 176343 (“against any
person for illegally possessing himself of any of the aforesaid Lands, for the cession of
which to Her Majesty no agreement hath been made with the Tribes occupying the same,
and who may claim title thereto”44), this statute made it unlawful for anyone to take
possession of any lands that had not been ceded to the Crown by the Indigenous group
that occupied the land (Act, 1839). In addition to making squatting illegal, this statute
forbade encroachments for the purpose of stealing timber or quarried stone.45
Miller, Lerchs, and Moore (1978) noted that the “Upper Canada statute of 1839 (2
Victoria, chapter 15) had classified Indian lands as ‘Crown lands’ for protecting [sic]
against trespass and damage.”46 McNab (2009) reported that the 1839 legislation was
passed
to protect Crown lands, especially the Indian territory, which had been the subject
of considerable concern because of trespass, squatting by non-Aboriginal people,
illegal land use (e.g., taking timber from Indian lands), and outright fraud.47

Despite the 1839 legislation’s purported intentions, however, “illegal taking of, or other
depradations on, Aboriginal lands continued.”48 As a result of this situation and the
Bagot Commission's recommendations,49 additional but equally ineffectual legislation,
An Act for the Protection of the Indians in Upper Canada from Imposition, and the
Property Occupied or Enjoyed by Them from Trespass and Injury,50 was enacted in
1850.51
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Although the 1839 legislation did not achieve its ostensible purpose (to protect
Indigenous lands throughout Upper Canada although it may have successfully asserted
boundaries for what the government considered to be the extent of non-Indigenous land,
that is, settler land), the Act did play a role in thwarting the attempted dispossession of
Walpole Island from the Anishinaabeg. Also in 1839, John William Keating was
appointed to be the Assistant Superintendent of Indian Affairs (ASIA) at Walpole Island,
a post he held until 1845.52 Unlike most other superintendents, Keating was a surveyor
rather than an army officer.53 Also unlike most other superintendents, Keating was
married to a local Anishinaabe woman.54
On October 22, 1839, the Provincial Secretary relayed the Lieutenant Governor's
appointments of the Chief Superintendent of Indian Affairs, Samuel P. Jarvis, and six
local Superintendents of Indian Affairs, including (Captain) Thos. G. Anderson, Joseph
B. Clench, (Major) James Winnett [Winniet], William Jones, and John W. Keating
to be Commissioners to carry into effect the provisions of Provincial Statute 2nd.
Victoria, Chapter 15, entitled, An Act for the Protection of the lands of the Crown
in this Province, from trespass and injury.55

The 1839 statute is germane to the court cases brought against Keating by many of the
squatters on Walpole Island, notably by Little et al., Ripley, and Jax,56 following
Keating’s attempts to eject them under the Act (1839). For the next five years, in
addition to his regular duties and the additional work associated with the incoming
“American” Indigenous groups, Keating spent a great deal of time coordinating the
expulsion of squatters from Walpole Island and subsequently making court appearances
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to defend himself against the claims of the squatters. The cases dragged on through all of
the years that Keating was employed at his post.
Resigned to Loss of Lower Reserve to Squatters
After suffering from encroachments by squatters for years, on September 1, 1839,
Walpole Island Chief Begigishigueshkam asked the Chief Superintendent of Indian
Affairs, Colonel Samuel Peters Jarvis, to arrange to exchange the Lower Reserve for
other land.57 This request highlights a paradox. Colonial law could be, and was, used to
acquire Indigenous lands, but it also could be used by Indigenous peoples to protect their
lands. The situation on Walpole Island was an example of Indigenous peoples being
“active participants in their own history.”58 As legal historian Merry (1991) has argued,
Indigenous peoples’ use of law could be a form of resistance. In fact, colonial law
provided a way for these [colonized] groups to mobilize the ideology of the
colonizers to protect lands and some of the more excessive demands of the settlers
for land and labor. Moreover, the law provided a way for the colonial state to
restrain the more brutal aspects of settlers’ exploitation of land and labor. Thus,
the legal arena became a place of contest among the diverse interest groups in
colonial society.59
In contrast, the Chief Superintendent of Indian Affairs saw this situation as an
opportunity to legitimize the squatters regardless of the rights of the Anishinaabeg or of
his responsibilities as a Commissioner of the Act (1839).
On March 17, 1840, Jarvis wrote that, should “this design be carried into effect
the Squatters now residing there [on the Lower Reserve] would take the opportunity in
common with other [European] persons of acquiring titles to such lots as they may be
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desirous of possessing.”60 The next month, Jarvis reported about “the renewed efforts of
the lessees and squatters to obtain title deeds from the government for land on the Lower
Reserve.”61 As legal scholar Harring (1998) pointed out,
Under traditional English law, the doctrine of equity meant that courts would
recognize the property rights from ‘improvements’ made by settlers on land to
which they had no occupancy rights.62

Despite being presented with an opportunity to acquire Indigenous land, however, the
colonial government did not rush to respond to the request. The reason for the delay is
not clear but it likely would have had to do with the anticipation of acquiring even more
land.
Ejection of Squatters Begins
The work to eject the squatters pursuant to the Act (1839) began between
February and May of 1840 with a Walpole Island squatter named Shepherd Collock.
Collock and his family had ignored the writ and the subsequent notice of action that had
been served on them, and they had not left Walpole Island. Instead they contended that
they were legally present because of a lease, which rendered them rent-paying tenants.
Keating argued that the “lease” was fraudulent. According to the workings of British
law, by evicting the squatters, Keating had taken possession of the property. The next
year, more of the squatters took Keating to court on the basis of wrongful possession.63
Although William Jones and the Sheriff of the Western District also had been present
during the eviction proceedings, only Keating was charged. It is not clear from the
documentary record why he was singled out by the squatters.
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Squatters’ Cases Heard in Upper Canadian Courts
On June 17, 1841, Chief Justice John Beverley Robinson heard the case of Little
& Curry v. Keatting [sic].64 Robinson noted that “___ moved for a new trial in the
______ & __ & affidavits & two other cases of __ depts. RN __ in the new cases.”65 On
August 9, 1841, the Chief Justice again heard arguments concerning the case of Little &
Curry v. Keatting [sic],66 writing that the plaintiffs claimed that notice had not been
served on the defendants or the other persons involved in the affair67 as required under
2nd Vict. Ch. 15.68 Also on August 9, 1841, Robinson heard arguments concerning the
case of Yax v. Keatting [sic], which he described as being one of the “Walpole Island
cases.”69 Perhaps illustrating a bias in favour of European settlement over traditional
Indigenous people’s occupancy and use, these cases appear in Robinson's benchbook
again on November 8, 1841.70 Ripley v. Keatting [sic] was deferred until November 13,
1841, when Robinson ordered that the case stand over “for further consideration upon __
by the Sheriff.”71 The counsels for the Little et al. vs. Keating case had been heard
during the Trinity term of the court. Subsequently, the Chief Justice delivered the
judgment of the court in Queens's Bench, Hilary Term, 5 Vic. Despite the evidence that
Keating had assembled concerning all but one of the squatters’ “leases” being fraudulent
and despite the Governor General having approved Keating’s plan to evict the squatters
from Walpole Island, the courts heard the cases brought by the squatters and Robinson
found in their favour. Robinson agreed with the squatters’ claim that the eviction actions
amounted to trespassing.
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Lower Reserve Sacrificed, Efforts Focussed on Saving Walpole Island
Nearly four years after the initial request had been made, at the government’s
request, the local Anishinaabe groups met formally in Council on Walpole Island on July
20, 1843, and unanimously agreed to surrender the Lower Reserve so that it could be
sold.72 Subsequently, the Anishinaabeg of Chenail Ecarté (Walpole Island) retained
exclusive use only of the delta islands. Having been compelled by circumstance to
surrender the Lower Reserve, the Anishinaabeg were not willing to lose Walpole Island
as well. At the same Council, the Anishinaabeg formally requested that the squatters on
Walpole Island be removed.73 In response, William Jones and Keating were appointed
Commissioners
under 2 Vic. ch. 15, to receive informations [sic] and inquire into complaints that
may be made to them against any person for illegally possessing himself of the
lands mentioned in the statute.74
Evicted Squatters Petition Governor General
Three years after the evictions began, in the spring of 1843, several squatters who
had been evicted from Walpole Island in 1840, as well as some who remained on the
island, submitted a petition to the Governor General, Sir Charles Bagot, requesting
relief from forcible ejectment from their farms,” which had been based on “an act
for the protection of lands of the Crown in the Province, from trespass and injury,
and that by virtue of that act.75

In their petition, the squatters did not mention the ruin that their behaviours had wrought
upon the Indigenous peoples. The squatters argued that they, “your petitioners[,] have for
a long time been occupiers and claimants of lands upon Walpole Island under “Indian
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leases,” where they have spent much money and the very prime of their lives in cleaning
up their farms.”76 As a result of the evictions in 1840, the squatters stated they felt
“penalised in in their efforts to improve their farms and are unhappy and unsettled in their
minds, lest a proceeding under the above act should eject them as it ejected many of your
petitioners in 1840.”77 Accordingly, the petitioners requested that Bagot establish a
commission
(to be composed of persons wholely [sic] disinterested and not in any way
connected with the Indian department) by which your petitioners claims may be
investigated and reported upon to your Excellency, at whose hands your
petitioners feel, that they will receive their measure of impartial justice.78

Although the petition had been directed to Sir Charles Bagot, Bagot had been
replaced by Sir Charles Metcalfe in January 1843, after which James Macaulay
Higginson was appointed to be Metcalfe’s Civil and Private Secretary. Whether by
mistake, or perhaps in response to the squatters’ request for disinterested parties to form
the commission or as an indication of the government’s keen interest in Indigenous lands,
the squatters’ petition was forwarded from the Governor General’s office to the
Commissioner of Crown Lands' office on April 18, 1843. Subsequently, on May 29,
1843, the petition was referred to the Chief Superintendent of Indian Affairs, Jarvis, to
request he provide further information.79 On June 26, 1843, the Chief Superintendent of
Indian Affairs replied to the Commissioner of Crown Lands. Jarvis reported that
The Squatters upon Walpole Island were ejected at the earnest request of the
Resident Indians by order of the Government. Their conduct towards the Indians
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had become so oppressive and atrocious, that it became apparent that either the
Indians or the Squatters must be removed.
These squatters or intruders in the first instance induced the Indians for a trifling
remuneration to lease their improvements to them and in many instances took
possession of land without permission, and when once in possession put the
Indians at defiance, latterly they were in the habit of taking away their horses and
selling them in the United States, shooting their dogs and pigs for amusement &c.
&c.80

As Keating’s superior, Jarvis had also been commissioned to enforce the Act (1839).81
Moreover, the documentary record showed a steady correspondence between Jarvis and
both Keating and Jones. Curiously, however, Jarvis requested that a decision about the
petition be delayed until he received “further information on the subject from the
Resident Superintendent [John W. Keating] on whom devolved the duty of putting the
law in force against the Squatters.”82 In response, Keating forwarded extracts of two
reports he had previously submitted to Jarvis. In his June 12, 1843, response to Jarvis,
Keating appended extracts from two of his earlier reports on the topic, one from ca. 1839
that had been submitted to the Committee on Indian Affairs83 and the other dated at Port
Sarnia, March 2, 1840.84 In the latter letter, on behalf of himself and the Superintendent
of Indian Affairs for the River St. Clair, Jones, Keating had described the steps they had
taken as Commissioners pursuant to the Act (1839). Keating reported how the mostly
American squatters had insinuated themselves onto Walpole Island and gradually taken
over the island. Keating had written
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I should before have apprised you that these speculators far from confining
themselves to the limits assigned them, have extended their possessions over the
greater part of the Island and now actually treat the Indians as intruders, in one
instance having even forbidden them cutting fire wood.
I shall conclude by relating what one of the squatters more open and sincere than
the others Jacob Randall told me whilst sitting on their cases[:] I gave for my
lease in 1827 [1824?] a pistorene (quack dollar) to a chief, who bought Whiskey,
got drunk that night and was killed in a brawl and I may say Ex uno disce omnes
[“From one, learn all”].85

Given that it was a rarity for Indian Department officials to act on behalf of Indians, it
seems curious that Jarvis seemed to have forgotten Keating’s 1840 report to him.
Moreover, those initial evictions likely were some of the first occasions on which the Act
(1839) had been enforced, which also would have made the information memorable.
Jarvis’s forgetfulness may have masked some personal involvement in the land or an
obligation to someone else with an interest in the land. Regardless, since Jarvis was the
Chief Superintendent of Indian Affairs, part of his bureaucratic role was to keep records
of his staff members’ activities, but Jarvis seemed to be remiss about that managerial
responsibility as well as being forgetful. This situation was not limited to Keating,
however, which may suggest that a larger problem existed with Jarvis.
Keating Continued Efforts in the Face of Squatters’ Continuing Resistance
On June 26, 1843, Jarvis forwarded Keating's explanation of “the circumstances
under which some of the signers of the petition were removed from the Island and the
incorrectness of some of the statements set forth in the said Petition” to the
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Commissioner of Crown Lands and Member of the Executive Council for the Province of
Canada, Augustin-Norbert Morin.86 Jarvis’s conduct seemed to be a denial of his
fiduciary responsibility, which resulted in unfair pressure on one of his staff members. In
his June 12, 1843, message, Keating explained to Jarvis that the influx of Indigenous
peoples from the United States meant “the Indians are now trebled in numbers” and so,
allowing the squatters to remain on Walpole Island would mean “Ruination” for the
Walpole Anishinaabeg.87 This situation arose during a time when, in response to several
invitations from the colonial government and from at least one Walpole Island chief,
“American” Indigenous peoples, largely Anishinaabeg, were arriving from the United
States in unexpectedly (to the colonial administrators) large numbers (see Chapter 6). In
his letter, Keating also advised Jarvis that the squatters had shown “much resistance to
the Sheriff who was obliged to come from Sandwich twice.”88
On July 21, 1843, Keating reported to Jarvis concerning a Council held the
previous day on Walpole Island and forwarded the Anishinaabeg's petition to the
Governor General requesting a meeting with him to discuss four items, including selling
the Lower Reserve, which was overrun with squatters, and arranging the ejectment of all
of the squatters from Walpole Island.89 In their petition, the Anishinaabeg attempted to
make one reservation of land from the Lower Reserve. They wrote:
On the Reserve we have ceded to the crown we beg to be allowed to set aside one
hundred acres which we wish to bestow and when it is [Surveyed?] we shall again
address your Excellency on the subject.90
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The petition did not indicate on whom the one hundred acres would be bestowed.
Subsequently, it became apparent that it was to have been bestowed on Keating’s wife. It
is not clear why or how Mrs. Keating had been selected to be allocated land. It may be
that the Walpole-area Anishinaabeg appreciated Keating’s efforts to eject the squatters on
their behalf. Alternatively, the petition may have been suggested by Mrs. Keating or
invented by Keating himself. Regardless, Keating likely would have translated such a
request and written such a petition, so he would have been aware of its purpose.
Governor General Intervened Against the Squatters and the Upper Canadian Court
The request to allocate land from the Lower Reserve cession overlapped with the
efforts to evict the squatters from Walpole Island. After extensive correspondence91 and
despite multiple court cases, none of which Keating appeared to have won, the Governor
General eventually determined that the remaining squatters on Walpole Island should be
“removed under the existing statute” [the Act of 1839].92 The determination seemed to
have been one of convenience rather than of principle. The Governor General’s decision
is mentioned in a letter dated at the “Lower Indian Reserve,” January 24, 1844, when
Keating requested “final instructions” from Jarvis before proceeding with the eviction.93
Curiously, two weeks later, on February 2, 1844, when Jarvis forwarded
information requested from Keating to the Governor General, Jarvis “request[ed] [of the
Civil Secretary] to be informed whether His Excellency approves of Mr. Keating’s
Suggestion insofar as to the removal of the squatters on Walpole Island.”94 Jarvis may
not have received Keating’s letter, may not have trusted Keating, or may have thought the
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possible eviction of non-Indigenous people was so politically risky that he wanted clear
authorization from his superiors in his possession before the evictions were carried out.
Meanwhile, on February 12, 1844, Jarvis advised Keating that the Civil Secretary
had informed him that the Governor General had “declin[ed] complying with [the
Walpole Anishinaabeg’s] request that one-hundred acres from the surrendered Lower
Reserve be granted to Keating’s wife.95 Such a petition for land from Indigenous peoples
on behalf of people of Indigenous or mixed Indigenous-settler heritage was not unusual,
however, the Government’s response varied, possibly because colonial attitudes changed
quite dramatically over a short period of over time. The Government officials’ claim of a
conflict of interest in Keating’s case (although many other officials in the Indian
Department had acquired land) actually disguised the real motivation, that of blocking
Anishinaabe people’s agency over their land.
Indian Department Restructured and Squatters Evicted
One year after the land grant requested for Keating’s wife was refused and the
eviction of the squatters was approved, a number of Indian Department staff were
dismissed from their posts96 for a matter unrelated to the evictions. The five local
superintendents who were advised their positions with the Indian Department had been
abolished effective “the 30th June next” were James Winniett, William Jones, John W.
Keating, James Hughes, and Solomon Y. Chesley.97 Keating and his colleagues were
dismissed at the same time as, but for different reasons than, their superior, Samuel Peters
Jarvis. The dismissals were part of an effort to get rid of Jarvis, who was disorganized at
best, dishonest at worst, but nonetheless very well connected in Canada West society.
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The son of William Jarvis, the first provincial secretary and registrar of Upper Canada,
Samuel Peters Jarvis had been educated at then Anglican Reverend John Strachan's
grammar school in Cornwall (which had also been attended by the Chief Justice, John
Beverley Robinson), and had later married Mary Boyles Powell, a daughter of a former
Chief Justice of Upper Canada, William Dummer Powell.98
The government claimed that the roles had been eliminated as part of the
restructuring of the Indian Department ordered by the Imperial Government in response
to a January 1844 report into the state of “Indian affairs” by the commission established
by Governor General Sir Charles Bagot. 99 The commissioners’ recommendations
included placing the management of the Indigenous peoples under the Civil Secretary.
As Governors General seemed to appoint their own secretaries, the Civil Secretary was a
patronage appointment. Accordingly, following adoption of the report, the Civil
Secretary, Higginson, became Superintendent General of Indian Affairs. Another
recommendation implemented was the abolition of the office of Chief Superintendent of
Indian Affairs for Canada West on July 1, 1845. This action was not a coincidence as the
Commissioners and others had suspected Jarvis of “mismanaging” departmental and
Indigenous funds.100
On April 16, 1845, the Civil Secretary published a Circular advising that a
“remodel” of the Department had been determined necessary by the Secretary of State for
War and the Colonies.101 Accordingly, in two months’ time, the services of many of the
Indian Department staff members in Canada West and Canada East would no longer be
required.102 In addition to the Chief Superintendent of Indian Affairs and five local
superintendents, the staff to be dismissed included six interpreters.103
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Shortly after the Circular was published in April 1845, Keating submitted a
Memorial addressed directly to Governor General, Sir Charles Theophilus Metcalfe,
protesting the discontinuance of his services in the Indian Department.104 Keating
described the Circular as containing the “ruinous intelligence that after the lapse of two
months his services will no longer be required in the Indn Dept.”105 Keating advised
Metcalfe of the size of his family and the straits in which he would be left in two months
if his employment was not continued:
That your Memorst totally dependant upon the situation which he has the honor of
holding and with a family of four children will be rendered utterly destitute.106

Initially, Keating’s petition fell on deaf ears although he seemed to be re-employed in a
different capacity within ten days of his dismissal. On August 11, 1845, now Anglican
Bishop John Strachan wrote to the Civil Secretary to inquire about Keating's continuance
in the Indian Department.107 On August 22, 1845, Strachan advised Keating that he had
written to Higginson but cautioned Keating that he could not promise that his
recommendation would have any effect on the Governor General’s decision.108 On
August 23, 1845, further to the instructions of the Governor General, Higginson
responded to Bishop Strachan concerning the possibility of reinstating Keating as
Superintendent of Indian Affairs at Walpole Island.109 In his response, Higginson also
stated that
His Excellency is of opinion that it is right to try the experiment of accustoming
the Indians to act more for themselves, and to be less dependent on the aid of
others. It is hoped […] that the presence of a zealous Missionary co-operating
with the experienced visitor [Visiting Superintendent] Coll. Clench who is
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instructed to make periodical inspections, and to whom reference can always be
readily made, will in a great measure compensate for the loss of a Resident
Superintendent's Services.110

Higginson concluded his letter by reassuring Bishop Strachan of Governor General
Metcalfe’s “deep” interest in, and “unceasing” efforts in support of, “the Spiritual &
Temporal welfare of the now scattered aborigines.”111 This claim seems insincere as
first, the squatters had been allowed to dispossess the Anishinaabeg of the Lower Reserve
and to attempt to dispossess them of Walpole Island, and second, when the Anishinaabeg
were severely impoverished, the decision was made to withdraw the Resident Agents.
Given the reduced land base and depleted game stock that had damaged their previous
independence, and the inability of most Indigenous peoples to speak or write English, it is
debatable how much independence the Walpole Anishinaabeg could have maintained in
the face of unrelenting settlement pressure. Ultimately this was the goal of colonial
policy concerning Indigenous peoples, which could and did shift from acculturation
(often described as a policy of “civilization” and segregation) to one of full-blown
assimilation and the complete demise of independent peoples. Bishop Strachan’s appeal
may have been effective, however, as at least one scholar has noted that Keating was
reinstated ten days after his dismissal.112 Keating continued to seek work with the
government. For example, in 1850, he sought to be appointed “Superintendent of the
Indians on Lakes Huron & Superior with magisterial powers,” mentioning again that he
had a “large family” to support.113 Keating's name appears in the government records for
several decades thereafter. As late as February 14, 1862, in a letter to his mother, Mary
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(Mrs. Samuel Peters Jarvis), George M. Jarvis “remark[ed] that Mr. Keating is in Quebec
and has spoken with Lord Monck ‘to whom he has villified all and everyone belonging to
the Indian Department.’ ”114
The impacts of restructuring the Indian Department went beyond putting pressure
on a local official. The legal disruptions likely aided local non-Indigenous landowners’
attempts to acquire more land. For example, by the mid-1850s, a local businessman and
politician, Malcolm Cameron, had faced several accusations of unsavoury land dealings
on the mainland near Walpole Island.115 Beyond the impacts on individuals were the
impacts on the roles and structure of colonial governance. By directing his claim to the
Indian Commission in Kingston, Malcolm Cameron went over the Chief Superintendent's
head, ignoring the bureaucratic chain of command. Likely because of his position as an
MPP, the Commissioners took the charges against Keating more seriously than they
would have otherwise and forwarded the charges directly to the Governor General.
Meanwhile the Governor General's staff was busy implementing the recommendations of
the Bagot report regarding changes required in the Indian Department.
For the Governor General, the character charges against Keating were
conveniently timed. It may have mattered that Keating was a surveyor rather than an
army officer, since he would have been accustomed to following rules of procedure and,
as a professional, he would have expected to be respected when he did so. More
importantly, however, this may have been attributed to the social divide between the
social elites, for example, the Tory Family Compact, and subordinate government
officials. While his behaviour may have benefitted Anishinaabeg, theoretically at least, it
was not protective for Keating. If it had not been for the trouble created by the squatters,
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Keating may have been given the Indian Department role of Visiting Superintendent for
Walpole Island and Sarnia. Instead, the role was awarded to Colonel Joseph Clench who,
less than ten years later, was dismissed from the Indian Department for embezzling
Indigenous peoples’ funds.116
The events that had transpired in this case were less a conspiracy than a
coincidental alignment of different agendas (local, provincial, colonial, and Imperial) to
acquire Indigenous land indirectly (through neglect) that was disrupted, ironically, by the
efforts of one official whose relationship (marriage to an Anishinaabeg woman) made
him predisposed to do his job as a Commissioner under the Act (1839). Ultimately,
although Keating had been defeated in court in cases brought by some of the squatters
and the Lower Reserve had been lost because of squatters, the Anishinaabeg were
successful in recovering possession of Walpole Island. The squatters were ejected from
Walpole Island.
It was almost anti-climactic when eviction of the squatters from Walpole Island
finally was allowed to proceed. Keating mentioned its success almost as an aside in a
letter dated at Walpole Island, June 12, 1845:
… Many things have however been bought this spring for the general use of the
Tribe and at their unanimous desire. The quantity of lumber is great, but now that
they have the Island to themselves they are building as a fast as they can and
rapidly improving. …117

In a discussion of the case, legal historian Harring (1998) argued that “Robinson went to
great lengths to defeat the efforts of the crown to protect Indian land rights on Walpole
Island.”118 Harring (1998) further asserted that
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it is impossible, given Robinson's legal and political position in Upper Canada,
that he was not fully aware of the crown's Indian policy. Until 1829, as attorney
general, he had a responsibility to enforce it.119

Given that the squatters won some if not all of their court cases, it was left to the
Governor General, the Crown’s representative in the colony, to intervene to have the
squatters evicted. The restructuring of the Indian Department had been ordered by the
Imperial Government in response to a January 1844 report into the state of Indian affairs
by the commission established by Governor General Sir Charles Bagot, 120 however, the
situation closer to home had made the timing convenient. While this intervention may
have been done in the better interests of the colony or to uphold colonial honour, it is
more likely that it would have been carried out to ensure a calm situation in which to ease
Jarvis out of office. The Governor General may have weighed his options and decided it
was better to ruffle some colonial feathers (notably those of Chief Justice Robinson), than
to draw close Imperial attention to the colony, including to the Indian Department, which
they funded, and to the Governor General, who they appointed to manage the colony,
concerning malfeasance on the part of a senior official. Despite having been allowed to
lead the Anishinaabeg and Keating in a merry dance, no one, at least no one from the
Governor General up, would have been concerned any longer with the American
squatters. Colonial governance, like colonization, was nothing if not erratic.
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Concluding Thoughts About Upper Canadian Courts’ Favouring American
Squatters Over Anishinaabeg Rights Respecting Unceded Land
This case illustrates the argument that colonization was erratic by showing how,
despite colonial legislation and despite the Island being unceded, Upper Canadian courts
could favour American squatters over the Anishinaabeg’s rights. The facts of this case
should disrupt any narrative that there was only one experience of colonization and there
was only one possible outcome to attempted dispossession. Like the unceded part of
Great Manitoulin Island, Walpole Island may have only been an exception to the rule, but
it certainly was an exception. The Anishinaabeg’s attachment to place was tempered by
circumstance such that they had to make choices about what to sacrifice and what to
protect. While being resigned to sacrificing the Lower Reserve, despite severe settler
encroachment and attempted missionary encroachment, the Anishinaabeg were
determined to retain Walpole Island.
As noted in an earlier chapter, according to a traditional origin story, as they
moved westward during the Great Migration, the Anishinaabeg rested on Walpole
Island.121 The Island might have offered the Anishinaabeg some degree of shelter but its
close proximity to both the American- and British-controlled mainlands apparently made
it too tempting for secular American squatters and Jesuit interlopers to ignore. These
encroachments and the threatened loss of Walpole Island must have strengthened the
Anishinaabeg’s resolve to protect and retain the Island, prompting them to request the
application of colonial legislation. This case provides another example of the surprises
inherent in colonization such that dispossession of the Walpole Anishinaabeg was
attempted by squatters rather than by the colonial government, and the Anishinaabeg tried
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to engage colonial law in defence of their land. It is not clear how the Anishinaabeg
learned of the legislation, which was written in English and enacted in the completely
non-Indigenous colonial legislature. It is possible that the sympathetic colonial official
may have suggested it during a conversation with his wife, a local Anishinaabeg woman.
The dispossession attempted by squatters was carried out through reframing the situation
as if the British common law of trespass superseded the Anishinaabeg’s rights under the
Act (1839) as well as the prior Proclamations and Instructions. This injustice was not
challenged because of the symbiotic convergence of local, provincial, and colonial
agendas that collectively contributed to a near failure of justice despite the efforts of a
sympathetic colonial official who was acting in accordance with provincial legislation
(Act, 1839).
The Walpole Anishinaabeg’s situation is reflected in the literature. For example,
Harris’s (2004) argument that law was an important “disciplinary technology” used to
manage dispossession122 is particularly relevant to understanding the history of the
Walpole-area Anishinaabeg. Despite the regulations set out in An Act for the Protection
of the Lands of the Crown [sic] in This Province, From Trespass and Injury (Act,
1839),123 in court, the law was applied in a way that attempted to silence the Walpole
Anishinaabeg’s narrative, while foregrounding the largely American squatters’
unfounded claims.124 The case demonstrated two of the forms of resistance described by
Merry (1995): the squatters used the courts to try to resist the law while the Walpole
Anishinaabeg resisted the squatters through asking for the law to be invoked.125
Like the role of law and the courts, the population of the Walpole area was
dynamic and subject to many pressures. As noted previously, places change in part
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because places are “open systems, integrated in much broader relations [such] that there
is space for change.”126 Just on the non-Indigenous side, some of the “non-Indigenous”
people included British officials, colonial officials, wealthy farmers, struggling farmers,
and tenants, whose situations changed over decades. Furthermore, the “broader
relations” included the Canada-U.S. border, the American government, Americans and
Americans who chose to squat on British and Indigenous land. For the Walpole
Anishinaabeg, the Lower Reserve and the Island provided particularly attractive spaces
for American squatters to change. With the support of the Upper Canadian courts, for a
time, the place that Walpole Island had become seemed to be “an open-end[ed]
process.”127 Further to Kalandides’s (2011) observation that place is political,128 the
colonial government, Indian Department officials, missionary, squatter, and legal
interests collectively suggest that Walpole Island was a political place.129 Moreover, so
many non-Indigenous people were attempting to make up their own meanings for
Walpole Island that the Walpole Anishinaabeg’s power to contest this and to assert their
own meaning was threatened130 and, since they had already lost the Lower Reserve to
squatters, put their sovereignty over the Island at risk.
In addition to illustrating challenges to Anishinaabe sovereign rights, this case
described the failure of the Upper Canadian legal system to protect a sympathetic
colonial official who had lawfully carried out his duties and the success of legislation that
was designed to prevent dispossession of Indigenous land when it was supported by a
Governor General. At the same time, this case also illuminated the role that a single
colonial official could play in thwarting a near-dispossession. As had been the case for
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the Potaganasee Ojibwa (in Chapter 7), who had established a long-term relationship with
Captain Anderson, a colonial official who was in a position to promote their interests to
his superiors, the Walpole Anishinaabeg were aided by the Local Assistant
Superintendent of Indian Affairs, John W. Keating. Unlike Captain Anderson, whose
interests might have served his career more than the Anishinaabeg, however, Keating’s
support may have derived from his marriage to a Walpole Island-area Anishinaabe
woman.
Next, the final chapter of the dissertation considers the various experiences of
actual and attempted dispossessions of the studied Anishinaabe groups, presents an
analysis of factors involved those dispossessions and their significance for understanding
loss of place and issues of mobility for those Anishinaabe groups, and then offers some
conclusions about dispossession and colonization.
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Chapter 11. “Compromised and Forgotten”1: Conclusions Concerning
the Dispossessions of the Anishinaabe Groups Studied

Although the single term has been applied to a wide variety of situations,
colonization was not straightforward. Rather, it was complicated and haphazard, and yet
it was relentless. Colonization could also be surprising. When the need for a treaty was
pointed out, as was the case for example, by the Lake Superior Ojibwa in the midnineteenth century, the colonial government thought that it could comfortably ignore both
the need and the request, at least for a few years. Anishinaabe groups, however, were not
comfortable ignoring encroachments on their lands and resources. Government action
most often was prompted by Indigenous response to external events, such as illegal
commercial ventures, for instance, mining on unceded land, rather than from responding
to Anishinaabe claims. Thus, Anishinaabe voices could and did go unheard. Anishinaabe
lands could and did go unrecognized. Anishinaabe rights could and did go
unacknowledged. The gaps between theory and execution made room for paradox, such
as the “civilization-by-isolation” plan of Sir John Colborne, and for contradiction, such as
the land-acquisition-by-segregation plan of Sir Francis Head. Even when legislation
should have made colonial officials’ duties clear, inequities existed. Despite the
confusion, and given its broad extent and varied faces, however, some of the impacts of
colonization on Indigenous populations have been surprisingly uniform. As has been
noted concerning the dispossession of Indigenous peoples more generally:
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Indigenous peoples share a history of exclusion from the dominant society
decision making processes that directly affect them, including their displacement
and relocation.2

As some experiences suggest, however, the exclusion was not absolute. At various times
and under various circumstances, both the Potaganasee Ojibwa and the Chippewa of
Lakes Huron, Couchiching, and Simcoe asked to be relocated. While many compelling
arguments have been mounted concerning colonization, general explanations rarely
reflect the degree of difference between every enactment of colonization. Between 1820
and 1865, no monoliths existed in Upper Canada and later Canada West. The views of
Imperial governments, colonial governments, including the Indian Department in its
several incarnations, and the various local non-Indigenous landowners, tenants, and Land
Boards, Sheriffs, Justices of the Peace, and so on, were not monolithic, but rather were
varied. Similarly, the Indigenous groups of the Great Lakes basin were not monolithic,
but instead were numerous and diverse. Indigenous governance was so distributed and
diffused that the British felt they had to “remedy” it. Top-down governance had to be
created as the existence of formal leaders, of “Chiefs,” was necessary to carry out the
British colonial project. Murray (2000) argued that
from the English point of view it was crucial to establish the Indian leaders as
figures with whom a certain sort of exchange could take place, which meant
giving them a recognizable status and legal standing.3
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Thus, as well as sometimes formalizing existing leadership roles, the British would
superimpose British ideas of roles for their benefit, rather than for the benefit of
Indigenous people.
The existence of such roles, of course, would benefit the colonizers whose land
tenure systems depended upon having clear title, which Borrows (1994a) has
termed “the ‘western’ [value] of certainty of title.”4

With respect to surrenders, Indigenous governance seemed to involve consensus building
wherein a chief’s role was to persuade and listen. The damage to Indigenous groups’
traditional and adaptive governance may have been suggested by the surrender of the
Coldwater-Narrows Reserve in 1836 by several chiefs and representatives, apparently
unbeknownst to, or without the agreement of, most of the members of the chiefs’
respective groups. Accordingly, local situations were dynamic. Agendas could be in
conflict. Tension sometimes existed between groups, for example, between Chippewa,
Ottawa, Ojibwa, and Potawatomi groups. Tension also could exist within Anishinaabe
groups, for example, between traditionalists and “modernists” such as when some
members had converted to Christianity while other members retained their traditional
spiritual beliefs. Despite being Anishinaabemowin speakers and sharing close cultural
and historical ties, living in close quarters could cause irritation. These close quarters, of
course, were outcomes of dispossession and dislocation.
This concluding chapter presents an analysis of the differing factors involved in
dispossessions and their significance for understanding loss of place relative to the
studied Anishinaabeg groups. Despite being centred in a relatively close geographic area,
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all of these groups experienced dispossession, sometimes serial dispossessions, but all
groups experienced them differently as every incident of, or attempt at, dispossession
varied. Similarities and dissimilarities in these groups’ experiences of dispossession and
dislocation are identified through my interpretations of the findings. The chapter is
structured as follows. To begin, the events of individual groups’ dispossessions are
reviewed. Next, the themes present in the various groups’ dispossession experiences are
assessed and then, after abstracting the themes, the factors involved in dispossession are
identified. Finally, the conclusions drawn from these analyses are presented.
The Mechanisms of Acquisition and Erasure
The role of colonial dispossession was to acquire land and to erase Indigenous
people and erode their rights. The mechanisms of acquisition included obtaining
“surrenders,” mapping and surveying, building military and colonization roads, and
displacement of Indigenous game, plants, and people by settlement and squatting, and
depredation. Multiple mechanisms of erasure were employed. The mechanisms included
mapping and surveying; renaming and remaking places by refashioning the land and
attempting to replicate the geography of home; substituting metaphors and narratives of
place, which erased the existing Indigenous peoples’ concepts and perceptions; gradually
or rapidly writing Indigenous peoples out of the then-contemporary story; and
ahistoricizing Indigenous peoples by relegating their histories to a time in distant
antiquity.5 Whether the “amnesia” was intended or accidental, the British benefitted from
corporate amnesia regarding, for example, the promises made in and around treaties and
the role of presents in gift diplomacy. The Imperial and colonial authorities also
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benefitted from finessing responsibility and accountability, such as in 1860, when
Indigenous land came under the control of the Commissioner of Crown Lands, and in
1867, when the Crown Lands came under the control of the provinces, which also served
to erase Indigenous people and erode their rights. Collectively, these actions and
inactions served to “ahistoricize” Indigenous peoples, that is, to suspend them in
ahistorical time. Once placed there, the complete absence, or the writing out, of
Indigenous people from the contemporary public narrative could be addressed in the
negative. That is, through their absence, Indigenous beliefs and ways could be
overwritten by British ones, that superimposed alien laws, customs, and expectations.
Anishinaabe Groups’ Dispossessions and Dislocations
Dispossession of the Walpole Anishinaabeg was attempted by missionaries and
squatters rather than the colonial government. The Walpole Anishinaabeg directly
requested that the Roman Catholic missionaries cease their depredations and leave the
Island. The Walpole Island Chiefs formally requested that the squatters be removed.
Acting under the authority of legislation (Act, 1839), the local Assistant Superintendent
of Indian Affairs engaged the Sheriff to commence eviction proceedings against the
squatters. The squatters brought more than twenty cases against the Assistant
Superintendent of Indian Affairs, who seemed to have borne most of the costs of the
resulting court proceedings. Although he kept his superiors apprised of the ongoing
situation, little support was forthcoming from them. The Assistant Superintendent of
Indian Affairs may have been sympathetic to the attempted dispossession of the Walpole
Anishinaabeg because he was married to an Anishinaabe woman and, like the other
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Indian Department officials, he was commissioned to act on the Walpole Anishinaabeg’s
behalf. Despite lack of support from the judiciary, by order of the Governor General for
reasons best known to himself, eviction of the squatters was approved and the Walpole
Anishinaabeg regained full possession of the Island. While the attempted dispossession
and repossession of Walpole Island from the Walpole Anishinaabeg involved five years of
maneuvering between badly written legislation and an unsympathetic judiciary until a
random decision by a far-removed colonial government leader resolved the situation, the
dispossession of Pelée Island from the Lake Erie Anishinaabeg involved the use of
narrative to exert indirect pressure to acquire unceded land.
In the context of surrendered and unceded lands, widespread illegal and unlawful
land dealings, and multiple claims for islands in and near Lake Erie, in the Pelée Island
case, over several decades a lease was transformed into title in fee simple, that is, full title
to the land in the British system of land tenure, despite and through court hearings and
judicial-executive reviews in 1841, 1859, and 1865. Unlike other Anishinaabe groups,
the Lake Erie Anishinaabeg were not resident on Pelée Island, which was used primarily
as a fishing station. The Lake Erie Anishinaabeg leased Pelée Island to an Indian Affairs
officer of mixed heritage (Indigenous and settler), Thomas McKee, whose son later
inherited the lease. Then, the Island was claimed by an influential local landowner,
William McCormick. Subsequent to McCormick’s death, his family employed narrative
as a tool and undertook a series of legal efforts that ultimately were successful in
acquiring legal title in fee simple to the unceded Island. The narrative techniques utilized
to acquire this land included elision, omission, inclusion, and repetition. Collectively and
serially, the Lake Erie Anishinaabeg vanished as they were ahistoricized, omitted as much
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as possible from the contemporary narrative, and relegated to the past, effectively erasing
their status and disregarding their rights. While the dispossession of Pelée Island from
the Lake Erie Anishinaabeg involved the use of narrative to exert indirect pressure to
acquire unceded land, language of a different sort was used to frame the practice of gift
diplomacy and to distinguish between “American” and “British” Indigenous peoples, in
order to control dispossessed “American” Anishinaabe groups.
In the nineteenth century, the colonial authorities’ apparent amnesia concerning
the origin of “presents” (a practice of “gift diplomacy”) and the changing labels applied
to Indigenous groups on the basis of their primary geographic location (“visiting” versus
“resident’, and “American” versus “British”) and their political and financial
relationships with the colonial government (treaty versus non-treaty, and “wandering”
versus (allegedly) settled “resident”) were used to exert social and spatial control over
dispossessed “American” Anishinaabe groups. Moreover, although the Indigenous
people migrating from the United States were travelling into traditional Anishinaabeg
territory where they may have had pre-existing social, kin, and trade networks, their
mobility and ability to sustain themselves as they had before had become increasingly
constrained as the steadily growing settler population had caused deforestation, depleted
game stocks, and erected fences. In the nineteenth century, language was used to frame
the practice of gift diplomacy and to distinguish between “American” and “British”
Indigenous peoples, in order to control dispossessed “American” Anishinaabe groups. At
about the same time, despite attempts at socio-spatial control, perhaps because of support
from an official of the Indian Department, a “British” Anishinaabe group, the
Potaganasee Ojibwa were able to demonstrate strategic decision-making.
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The Potaganasee Ojibwa’s migration decisions between 1828 and 1848 reflected
autonomy and agency in decision making. They were able to make decisions concerning
their situation proactively, that is, before something was done to them by the Americans,
the British, or other Indigenous groups. In the face of colonially-imposed limits, the
Potaganasee Ojibwa asserted their own autonomy concerning, for example, choosing the
destination following displacement or the timing of a relocation. The constraints meant
that the benefits among options had to be balanced against the drawbacks. The
Potaganasee Ojibwa’s most frequent decision was to go elsewhere. Such decisions could
be strategic and likely served the group’s interests better than a decision imposed from
the outside would have. Unlike most other Anishinaabe groups, the Potaganasee Ojibwa
were able to surmount to a certain degree some of the same governmental technologies of
social and spatial control that were exerted over dispossessed Indigenous peoples. The
Potaganasee Ojibwa’s strategic mobility choices and ability to balance place attachment
and pragmatism were assisted by support from an Indian Department official. In contrast
to most non-treaty Indigenous groups, the Potaganasee Ojibwa received both land on
Great Manitoulin Island and material support to relocate to a location of their choosing
there that, after consideration by their chief, was not Wikwemikong. While, in the
nineteenth century, the Potaganasee Ojibwa repeatedly demonstrated autonomy in
decision making, during the same period, the Chippewa of Lakes Huron, Couchiching,
and Simcoe’s repeated attempts to exercise agency were less successful and, likely
because of the outcome of changing personnel and practices, ultimately these groups
were dispossessed of land that had been reserved for them.
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In British North America, personnel often changed frequently. The more senior
the personnel, the greater the impact of such change on the practices in the colony. These
changes and shifts mattered not only because continuity and knowledge were lost, but
also because of the unstable environment that resulted. In particular, Sir Francis Head’s
unauthorized practices in 1836 led to multiple unplanned land surrenders and to
dispossessions for which there frequently was little or no remuneration. One result was
the dispossession of the Chippewa of Lakes Huron, Couchiching, and Simcoe of the
Coldwater-Narrows Reserve. On at least two occasions, relocation was requested by at
least one of those Chippewa groups, which suggests that, despite their strong place
attachment, these people felt it necessary to prioritize pragmatism over place attachment.
Since all of the Chippewa groups chose to stay in the Georgian Bay area after the
Coldwater-Narrows Reserve was terminated, they continued to demonstrate place
attachment. For several reasons, including design and location, the Coldwater-Narrows
Reserve seemed designed to fail from its inception. A central factor in the process of
dispossession of the Coldwater-Narrows Reserve, however, seems to have been the rapid
change in colonial personnel, which resulted in lack of continuity in policies and
inconsistent, sometimes unauthorized practices. Finally, the surrender of the ColdwaterNarrows Reserve under dubious circumstances reflected both the unequal power relations
in, and the complicated nature of, Indigenous-settler interactions. In the nineteenth
century, the Chippewa of Lakes Huron, Couchiching, and Simcoe’s repeated attempts to
achieve autonomy in decision-making were largely unsuccessful, in part due to their
being located close to settlers and to desirable settlement land and military and
commercial routes. In contrast, perhaps because of their more remote geographic
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location, as well as their ability to respond strategically to Sir Francis Head in 1836, the
Manitoulin Anishinaabeg were able to retain control over the spiritually important Island
for nearly three decades longer.
In addition to being a home for the Anishinaabeg, for centuries Great Manitoulin
Island had been known to many Indigenous peoples as a place of safety and refuge. Like
other islands in Georgian Bay and Lake Huron, Great Manitoulin Island was known to,
and frequented by, many Indigenous groups. Colonialism served to change that situation.
Despite repeated rhetoric about protecting Indigenous lands, “treaty-making” actually
facilitated acquisition of Anishinaabe lands. Thus, the colonial pretense that that treaties
were protective played a key role in the dispossession of the Manitoulin Anishinaabeg.
In 1836, the Manitoulin Anishinaabeg were dispossessed of power and authority over the
Island, while, despite several attempts by the Indian Department to acquire this land in
the 1850s and a failed dispossession attempt in 1861, in 1862 the Anishinaabeg were
dispossessed of about four-fifths of the Island. Ultimately, while settlement pressure
inching northward or southern perceptions of land shortages may have forced the
surrender of much of Great Manitoulin Island, these dispossessions differed from some
others as the Manitoulin Anishinaabeg did not actually leave or stop visiting the Island
seasonally. Despite several attempts by the Indian Department to acquire this land in the
1850s, the Ottawa and Chippewa were able to retain Great Manitoulin Island as a home
exclusively for themselves and then, subsequent to the Treaty of 1836, potentially for
other Indigenous groups as well, until 1862. As review of the facts concerning the
individual groups’ dispossessions has suggested, while every dispossession was unique,
they could have some aspects in common. These similarities are unsurprising given that
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the context was the unrelenting Imperial and colonial attempts to acquire as much
Indigenous land as possible. As discussed next, a number of themes are apparent from
these attempted and realized dispossessions.
The work’s close attention to a range of Anishinaabe groups has benefitted from
the work of scholars who have studied the Anishinaabeg in particular and the
dispossession of Indigenous peoples more generally. The research confirmed that, as
Kwarteng (2011),6 McClintock (1995),7 Taussig (1991),8 and others have demonstrated,
colonialism was heterogeneous and colonial power was exercised differently by different
people at different times using a variety of means. The work moves research north and
west of that of historians Donald B. Smith (1987, 2013)9 and Schmaltz (1991)10 by
focussing on several Anishinaabe groups that, unlike the Mississauga, are generally not at
the centre of the Upper Canadian historiography of this time. This work also extends
Binnema and Hutchings’s (2005)11 and Hutchings and Bouchard’s (2012)12 analyses of
Lieutenant-Governor Sir Francis Head by exploring Head’s use of language to persuade
the Indigenous signatories and his supervisor about the land acquisitions in 1836 and the
specific dispossessions of the Manitoulin Anishinaabeg and the Chippewa of Lakes
Huron, Couchiching, and Simcoe. Also respecting the Chippewa, the detailed land
claims work of Joan Holmes & Associates (1993) provided a useful overview,
particularly respecting the financial aspects of the Coldwater-Narrows Reserve.13
Thereafter, this work used a case study approach to add specificity and detail to the case
of the Chippewa of Lakes Huron, Couchiching, and Simcoe. The few studies of the
Reserve are brief, such as that of Johnson (1982),14 and others can include misleading
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information, such as that of Surtees (1986c),15 in which it is reported that that Chief
Snake’s group settled at Coldwater with Chief Aisance’s group.
With respect to the Manitoulin Anishinaabeg, this work broadens Pearen’s
(2012)16 focus on the 1862 treaty by considering the dispossessions that were attempted
over several decades in the nineteenth century in the context of unrelenting postRobinson treaties dispossession pressure. This work narrows the work of Clifton
(1975)17 by focussing on the (return) migration to Upper Canada of the “American”
Anishinaabeg, in particular, the Potawatomi. With regard to the Walpole Anishinaabe,
this work was informed by the findings of Delâge and Tanner (1994) who drew on the
then newly translated 1844 writing of Jesuit Pierre Chazelle.18 Aside from many of the
“American” Anishinaabe groups, perhaps the least-known group centred in Britishcontrolled territory was the Lake Erie Anishinaabeg, whose enigma is largely unrelieved
by scholarship, leaving the researcher to draw on a rich historical source from 1865.19
Like Binnema and Hutchings (2005) and Hutchings and Bouchard (2012),
Kwarteng’s (2011) concept of “anarchic individualism”20 is useful to analyze the
Coldwater-Narrows Reserve failure and the first Manitoulin treaty of 1836 in which Sir
Francis Head played such a significant role. These cases also reflected aspects of
Harris’s (2004) four-point typology of dispossession, which isolated the ability,
momentum, legitimation and justification, and management of dispossession of
Indigenous people in general.21 For example, Lieutenant Governor Head’s description of
the value of Great Manitoulin Island to Indigenous people and its comparative
worthlessness to non-Indigenous settlers was an example of “a cultural discourse that
located civilization and savagery and identiﬁed the land uses associated with each,” while
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the actual dispossession of Pelée Island and the attempted dispossession of Walpole
Island were instances of the use of law as a “disciplinary technology” through which to
manage dispossession. In an interesting example of Merry’s (1995) concept of law as a
tool of resistance, the squatters on Walpole Island tried (and almost succeeded) in using
the Upper Canadian courts to disrupt the work of an official commissioned under an Act
(1839) to avoid being evicted, while the Anishinaabeg asked for the same law to be
invoked on their behalf in order to avoid losing their Island to those same squatters. In
Merry’s (1995) terms, the squatters illustrated “resistance against law” while the
Anishinaabeg demonstrated “resistance by means of law.”22
This work illustrates the complexity of colonialism, connecting colonial theories
and colonialism in practice in many of its vagaries. The theories include metropoleperiphery and settler colonialism as well as post-colonial theories. Rather than asserting
that one theory is more correct or exhaustive than the others, this work argues that all
such theories can contribute to our comprehension of colonialism in practice. Every one
of the case studies illustrate aspects of one or more of these theories in sometimes
unexpected ways. Respecting post-colonialism, for example, as has been noted, the Pelée
Island and Great Manitoulin Island case studies illustrate the power of narrative as a
colonial technology of dispossession. In a discussion of the importance of language to
historians, Warren (2012) confirmed the importance of “vocabulary in creating, or
preventing, understanding” of colonization.23 Language, vocabulary, and narrative
techniques such as elision, omission, inclusion, and repetition are discursive practices that
were employed as tools of dispossession. Narrative is an important focus in post-colonial
theory, which connects language, power, and identity. As Kohn and Reddy (2017)
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argued, post-colonial theory “draws attention to the diverse ways that postcolonial
subjectivities are constituted and resisted through discursive practices.”24 The discursive
practice of “Othering”25 was one way in which “American” Indigenous people's
subjectivities were constituted and resisted, but when the “American” Indigenous people
demonstrated agency by choosing to accept the invitation, they suddenly were rendered
largely invisible and inaudible.
The Manitoulin Anishinaabeg were constituted first, as being able to welcome
other Indigenous groups to their Island, and second, as not being able to retain their
Island because of the “ingratitude” of all of the Indigenous groups that had not moved to
Great Manitoulin Island. The abilities or attitudes of the Manitoulin Anishinaabeg had
not changed, but the representation of their responsibilities and abilities had changed. At
the same time, constituting the other Indigenous groups as ungrateful simultaneously
resisted recognizing their identities as autonomous, decision making people. In contrast,
the Potaganasee Ojibwa’s subjectivities as industrious people deserving of colonial
support were constituted through discursive practices that served the career of an Indian
Department official as well as the choices of this Anishinaabe group.
Several of the cases manifest aspects of the metropole-periphery theory of
colonialism. From a safe distance in Toronto, in what served as the metropole for Upper
Canada and later Canada West, the Indian Department Chief (and likely his de facto
superiors in the colonial government) reprimanded the field officers for allowing the
“American” Indigenous people to enter at Sarnia despite repeated invitations having been
extended to them to immigrate. While Great Manitoulin Island was important to
Anishinaabe spirituality, from the perspective of the colonial government, Great
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Manitoulin Island was peripheral to the core of the colony. While Great Manitoulin
Island may not have been a typical example of the “economic exploitation of the
periphery,”26 it can be considered an atypical example such that the Island afforded a
place in which to displace Indigenous people from the more southerly parts of the colony
so that non-Indigenous settlers could exploit their land economically.
Many of the cases demonstrate features of settler colonialism theory. After only
six years, in 1836, the Chippewa of Lakes Huron, Couchiching, and Simcoe were
dispossessed again, this time by a colonial governor apparently seeking land for nonIndigenous settlers during a time when he acquired vast tracts of Indigenous peoples’ land
for little or nothing in return. A satisfactory alternate destination to which most groups,
including the Chippewa of Lakes Huron, Couchiching, and Simcoe, could relocate was
not made available for them. In the same timeframe as the Chippewa, the “American”
Anishinaabeg, who had been dispossessed of land in the United States, were dispossessed
of hope for land and belonging following their arrival in Upper Canada and later Canada
West despite repeated invitations to immigrate. In 1862, the Manitoulin Anishinaabeg
were dispossessed of four-fifths of their Island by a colonial government seeking land to
appease dissatisfied, non-Indigenous settlers. Two of the cases showed that settler
colonialism did not always “work” as expected. When dispossession pressure suddenly
stopped in 1862, the Manitoulin Anishinaabeg were successful in retaining one-fifth of
their Island. Despite requesting and receiving support from colonial legislation, after
five-years of effort, the Walpole Anishinaabeg still were threatened with losing their
Island. Then, the 1844 decision of convenience made by a far-removed Governor
General allowed the Anishinaabeg to retain all of their Island.
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As these cases show, many colonial and post-colonial theories can contribute to
our understanding of colonialism, which was chaotic, made up a patchwork of multiple,
roughly cut quilt pieces rather than being a bolt of silk spun smoothly and evenly over
time.
Arguments, Themes, and Factors
The overarching argument and finding of this work is that, although colonization
was haphazard, erratic, and imprecise, it also proved relentless as, with a few notable
exceptions, it moved in an inexorable cycle of dispossession and displacement.
Incoherence between levels of colonial control benefitted the colonial project and
disadvantaged the Anishinaabeg. Eight themes were identified when the cases were
analyzed. These themes are presented next.
First, Anishinaabe groups were sometimes able to exercise a degree of autonomy
and agency in decision making. This theme was manifested in several different ways;
sometimes there was an element of choice, and other times there was an element of
adaptation. Relocations were not always imposed on Indigenous groups by the colonial
authorities, but rather they could be requested by the Anishinaabeg as had been the case
with the Chippewa of Lake Huron, Couchiching, and Simcoe. Certainly, the
dispossessed “American” Anishinaabeg demonstrated autonomy in decision making
when they left the United States and as they travelled throughout Upper Canada seeking
to re-establish themselves, albeit having no good options respecting those decisions. The
Potaganasee Ojibwa also demonstrated autonomy when they made a series of migration
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decisions, beginning with leaving Drummond Island prior to the American assumption of
control.
Second, while place attachment was felt by, and mattered to, the Anishinaabeg,
they often had to balance place attachment with pragmatism. Colonial officials
frequently commented on the Anishinaabeg's strong attachment to place, especially to the
graves of their ancestors. For example, in a letter dated at the River Credit, June 14,
1830, from Mississauga Methodist missionary Rev. Peter Jones (Kahkewaquonaby) to
the private secretary to Sir John Colborne (Lord Seaton), Lieutenant Zachariah Mudge,
Rev. Jones recounted that the Anishinaabeg did not want to leave Walpole Island “as the
graves of their Fathers were placed [t]here, and that it was their wish to lay down by the
side of them.”27 This goes some way to explaining the Anishinaabeg’s determination to
retain Walpole Island despite it being overrun with squatters. Similarly, in a letter dated
at Baldoon, June 28, 1830, from the local Superintendent of Indian Affairs, William
Jones, to Mudge, Jones recounted that, despite continuing pressure exerted on them to
relocate and settle in a village,
the [Chenail Ecarté] Indians’ attachment to their present habitations, and the
waters of the St. Clair, seems to be so great and so deeply rooted, that I think the
desired object cannot be easily effected, at least, it will require much time and
persuasion.28

In response to the removal proposed in 1830 by Superintendent of Indian Affairs,
William Jones, on behalf of the government of Sir John Colborne, Chief Wawanosh
apparently stated
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That his Relations and Friends were buried near his present residence, and that he
hoped the Governor would not insist on his being removed from the place to
which he was so particularly attached.29

When circumstances demanded, however, the Anishinaabeg could choose to balance their
place attachment with pragmatism. The Chippewa of Lakes Huron, Couchiching, and
Simcoe demonstrated this theme at various times for various reasons. Perhaps because
the Chippewa of Lakes Huron, Couchiching, and Simcoe were accustomed to moving
throughout their large territories, they did not allow place attachment to impede their
survival. Their “place” had been and was large enough to support them. Over time,
despite serial relocations and steady settler encroachment, the Chippewa stayed as close
to home as possible.
When it was necessary for relationship, as was the case for the Chippewa of Lake
Huron who wanted to be located with the Potaganasee Ojibwa, and when it was
necessary for survival, as was the case with the Chippewa of Lake Couchiching, the
groups sought to relocate. Since all three of the Chippewa groups chose not to leave the
Georgian Bay area after the Coldwater-Narrows Reserve was terminated, however, they
continued to demonstrate place attachment. In addition, the Chippewa of Lake Huron,
Couchiching, and Simcoe all chose their respective destinations after the ColdwaterNarrows Reserve was surrendered, two groups to reserved islands, and the third to land
they purchased. Finally, the Manitoulin Anishinaabeg demonstrated agency for decades
as they acted to protect the Island from non-Indigenous settlement.
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Similarly, the Potaganasee Ojibwa prioritized maintaining traditional ways of
living over trying to retain traditional lands, which likely influenced their decisions
respecting moving. The mobility demonstrated by the Potaganasee Ojibwa was strategic
as it reflected the taking of initiative by deciding where and when to move, an action that
privileged adaptation over submission despite the losses associated with the decisions.
The particularity of changing place circumstances forced the Potaganasee Ojibwa to
choose between remaining and coming under American control or moving and staying
under British control. Perhaps they decided to choose the devil they knew. But also, they
may have chosen to move so that they could continue to be themselves. They sought
viability with their traditional ways and with land, over place. They made that choice
more than once until, ultimately, like the Chippewa, the Potaganasee Ojibwa too went
home. They moved to Great Manitoulin Island, which was as close as possible to to
where they had started while remaining in British-controlled territory. Their chosen
destination also was an island, one with great spiritual significance to the Anishinaabeg.
The Manitoulin Anishinaabeg demonstrated their attachment by protecting their rights to
the Island for decades. Similarly, the Walpole Anishinaabeg’s attachment to place was
tempered by circumstance such that they had to choose what to give up and what to
protect. Despite severe settler encroachment and attempted missionary encroachment,
the Anishinaabeg seemed to be resigned to sacrificing the Lower Reserve but determined
to retain Walpole Island. This choice may have demonstrated the spiritual importance of
the Island, leading to the strategic response of sacrifice of the Lower Reserve and defence
of Walpole Island.
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The case of the “American” Anishinaabeg and their treatment by the Imperial and
colonial governments provides simultaneously differing views into place attachment.
The intermittent and strategic practice of gift diplomacy suggested that the British
thought that the “presents” could be used to lure or bribe these groups to come to Upper
Canada, when it suited British policy respecting defence of their remaining territory in
North American and the Americans. This approach completely missed (and defiled) the
meaning of gift-giving in Indigenous gift diplomacy. The threatened discontinuation of
“present” distribution to Anishinaabe groups centred on the “wrong” (the American) side
of the British-American border was used to lure dispossessed “American” Anishinaabe
groups into Upper Canada and Canada West between 1830 and 1850. Some “American”
Indigenous groups chose migration as a last resort, for example, leaving their villages for
fear of Americans,30 leaving because of “ill treatment” by Americans,31 or moving to a
place such as Upper Canada rather than to other Indigenous groups’ lands west of the
Mississippi River as directed by the United States Government following passage of An
Act to Provide for an Exchange of Lands With the Indians Residing in any of the States or
Territories, and for Their Removal West of the River Mississippi [the “Indian Removal
Act”] of 1830.32 Those who decided to leave their land in the United States had hoped to
find land and belonging in Upper Canada only to find that they were not really wanted
there either.
Third, islands and island-like rocky outcrops sometimes afforded Anishinaabe
groups solace, anchoring, refuge, or sustenance. Perhaps because they were surrounded
and protected by water, islands and island-like rocky outcrops such as Moose Deer Point,
which had three of the four “edges” necessary to provide the boundedness33 of an island,
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mattered to the Anishinaabeg. As discussed in the next chapter, islands figured largely in
at least one of the origin stories that involved migration. In that story, the Great
Migration included stops at seven islands and ended once the Anishinaabeg reached
Michilimackinac Island. During the study period, from Drummond Island to Walpole
Island, and back up Georgian Bay to Moose Deer Point and from there to Great
Manitoulin Island, islands often became the focal points of struggles over land, identity,
home, and dispossession. While the meaning of an island may have been deeply spiritual
to the Anishinaabeg, sometimes their choice to leave or to stay was pragmatic: survival.
The Lake Erie Anishinaabeg who initially leased Pelée Island were not permanently
resident on it, but instead used it seasonally for fishing. Like the Chippewa of Lake
Couchiching, attachment to an island likely did not play a determining role for the Lake
Erie Anishinaabeg. For the Chippewa, the constraint had been the lack of firewood. For
the Lake Erie Anishinaabeg, it may have been the suddenness and severity of storms on
Lake Erie. The mainland was safer for most activities of living while the Island was safe
for seasonal use for fishing.
While human leadership could change and their invitations might be downplayed
or withdrawn, geography could offer more lasting refuge. While non-Indigenous peoples
have attempted to use islands such as Great Manitoulin Island for sovereign purposes of
control and exclusion,34 such purposes contrast dramatically with the emotional and
cultural meaning of islands and watersheds that were (and continue to be) particularly
meaningful for Indigenous peoples. In particular, despite the challenges that island living
could pose, for example, confinement and ghettoization, islands offered a buffer from
unreliable leadership and encroaching settlers and a safer place for Indigenous peoples to
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follow their traditional ways. In addition to the isolated rocky outcrop of Moose Deer
Point, a virtual island, another example of a remote destination for placeless Potawatomi
was Parry Island, which is located in Parry Sound in Georgian Bay. When the
Potawatomi arrived, Parry Island already was inhabited by some Ojibwa and, perhaps, by
some Shawnee as well.35 Parry Island “seemed to be a refuge […] for displaced
Potawatomi who could not obtain acceptance on Ojibwa reserves.”36 Non-acceptance of
the Potawatomi on Ojibwa reserves occurred, for example, for cultural and economic
reasons.37 Perhaps the southern and northern Anishinaabe groups’ lengthy separation had
led to the development of different priorities, or they had learned to adapt to colonization
differently.
Fourth, discourse, including narrative and pretense, could disguise acquisitive
intentions, serve as a tool of socio-spatial control, or, through omission, create legal
inequity. As historical geographer Harris (2004) asserted in his four-point, macro-level
typology of dispossession,
the legitimation of and moral justification for dispossession lay in a cultural
discourse that located civilization and savagery and identified the land uses
associated with each.38

As noted, for the purposes of the dispossessions studied, Harris’s (2004) most relevant
points were cultural discourse, especially respecting the Chippewa of Lakes Huron,
Couchiching, and Simcoe, and the Manitoulin Anishinaabeg, and law, especially
respecting the Anishinaabeg of Lake Erie and Walpole Island. The effectiveness of such
narration sometimes depended on who was delivering the narrative. For example, in the
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case of Walpole Island, although legislation should have made it easy for colonial
officials to carry out their duties, inequities existed when it suited a member of the
judiciary. Both the Walpole Island and Pelée Island cases demonstrated that, in Upper
Canada and later Canada West, legal “justice” did not equate to socio-spatial justice, but
instead often influenced dispossession intentionally or through neglect by failing to
recognize or defend Anishinaabe rights to land. Narratives conveyed more information
than straightforward communication, for example, of instructions and actions between
Imperial or colonial superordinate officials and their subordinates. That is, narratives had
discursive power. Colonial narratives such as the narrative concerning the alleged
shortage of arable land available for purchase facilitated the acquisition of Anishinaabe
lands. Similarly, colonial narratives that repeated rhetoric about treaties protecting
Indigenous lands, disguised the fact that treaty-making facilitated the acquisition of
Anishinaabe lands. With respect to the dynamic labelling (“Othering”39) of convenience
of the “American” Anishinaabeg, narrative served as a tool of socio-spatial control.
Collectively, othering, representation, and framing, and common narrative techniques
such as inclusion, repetition, elision, and omission, had the discursive power to provide
rationales to legitimize and justify acquiring Indigenous land and displacing the
Indigenous peoples with non-Indigenous settlers of British descent and loyalty. Through
omission, legal inequity was evident in the attempted dispossession of the Walpole
Anishinaabeg and in the dispossession of Pelée Island from the Lake Erie Anishinaabeg.
In both cases, the courts were used to attempt to erase or to erase Anishinaabeg rights to
unceded land. In the dispossession of Pelée Island from the Lake Erie Anishinaabeg,
narrative involving attempted ahistoricization and erasure was used to acquire unceded
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land. The Lake Erie Anishinaabeg literally were written out of the story. Similarly, in
the court cases brought by squatters ejected from Walpole Island, the Walpole
Anishinaabeg were not part of the judicial “story.”
Fifth, colonial officials sometimes abdicated their responsibilities, for example,
respecting their commissions to protect Indigenous lands under the Act (1839) or to
honour their multiple invitations to “American” Anishinaabeg to migrate to Upper
Canada. Policy, senior personnel, and practices changed rapidly in Upper Canada and
later Canada West. Since this churn greatly facilitated the abdication of responsibility by
the Imperial and colonial governments as well as permitting Indigenous land acquisition
for reasons of political expediency, this situation likely affected all of the Anishinaabe
groups to one degree or another, whether indirectly or directly.
Sixth, Anishinaabe groups sometimes benefitted from sympathetic treatment by a
local colonial official. A non-Indigenous individual’s support could make a difference in
the dispossession outcomes for an Anishinaabe group. The theme of sympathetic
treatment of Indigenous groups by local colonial officials was demonstrated in the cases
of the Potaganasee Ojibwa through Captain T. G. Anderson’s support of their migration
plans, and the Walpole Anishinaabeg, through John W. Keating’s enforcement of an Act
(1839) to evict squatters from Walpole Island. In the case of the Potaganasee Ojibwa, the
Superintendent of Indian Affairs, Captain Anderson, had known the group from
Drummond Island, which may have made him sympathetic or he may have done it to
further his career or to spite the Chippewa of Lakes Huron, Couchiching, and Simcoe,
with whom he had disagreements from time to time. In the case of the Walpole
Anishinaabeg, the Assistant Superintendent of Indian Affairs, John W. Keating was
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married to an Anishinaabe woman, which may have caused him to feel sympathetic to the
group when the Island had been overrun with squatters at a time when he had the
authority to act on the Walpole Anishinaabeg’s request for enforcement of the provisions
of legislation (Act, 1839) on their behalf. While the Walpole Anishinaabeg achieved
their goal, it was a side effect of another issue decided by the Governor General rather
than being the direct result of Keating’s efforts. Keating acted while his superiors either
stood back and watched or forgot because of its comparative unimportance to them, while
Anderson persuaded his superiors to approve the Potaganasee Ojibwa’s initiative.
Seventh, repeated attempts could be made to get Anishinaabe groups to surrender
their traditional lands or land reserved for them. This was evident in the cases of the
Chippewa of Lakes Huron, Couchiching, and Simcoe and the Manitoulin Anishinaabeg.
Eighth, and finally, Anishinaabe groups sometimes were compelled to surrender
their traditional lands or land reserved for them for reasons of political expediency rather
than real settlement need, that is, for the sake of appearances. The attempted acquisition
in 1861 and the successful acquisition in 1862 of most of Great Manitoulin Island from
the Anishinaabeg demonstrated how land was acquired for reasons of for political
expediency rather than immediate non-Indigenous settlement. On Walpole Island, the
Anishinaabeg felt compelled to choose what to sacrifice and what to defend. The Lower
Reserve had been overrun with squatters and yet the colonial officials withheld support
that would have defended Anishinaabe interests in the reserved land. Similarly, the
reserves promised in the Robinson treaties of 1850 were no sooner created than pressure
began to be exerted on the Manitoulin-area Anishinaabeg to reduce or surrender the
“reserves.” It may be concluded, therefore, that the history of earlier dispossessions and
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reinforcement of Indigenous places/spaces was a far more accurate reflection of the role
of treaties as window dressing for the colonial project than as arrangements that reflected
actionable agreements among all parties involved.
This section has presented an analysis of the important themes that emerged from
analysis of the cases. The number and variety of findings indicates that the individual
groups’ experiences of dispossession were not uniform. Next, the chapter concludes by
identifying the three primary factors in dispossession, the conclusions that can be drawn
from this work, an assessment of the relevance of the findings in the broader context, and
suggestions concerning the contribution of the work.
People, Proximity, and Pressure Were Primary Factors
From the foregoing themes, it may be concluded that the three primary factors in
dispossession were people, proximity, and pressure. Respecting people, motivation
mattered as much or more than did duration. Some of the people involved, such as Chief
William Yellowhead, Captain Thomas Anderson, and Chief Justice John Beverley
Robinson held their prominent roles for many decades. Other people had shorter
durations in their roles, but nonetheless had great effect on Indigenous people. For
example, Sir Francis Head governed for only two years, but nevertheless had an
enormous impact on the dispossessions of Anishinaabeg groups in Upper Canada. The
relationships between people also mattered. For example, John W. Keating’s marriage
doubtless influenced his work on behalf of the Walpole Anishinaabeg just as Captain
Anderson’s long acquaintance with the Potaganasee Ojibwa likely led him to support
their request to relocate to Great Manitoulin Island. Concerning proximity, the closer an
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Anishinaabeg group’s traditional or reserved lands were to a desirable water-based or
land-based route adjacent to the settlements along the north shores of Lake Ontario and
Lake Erie, the sooner they were likely to actually or nearly lose their land. Finally,
pressure could be exerted directly, through threat or force, or indirectly, using persuasion
or coercion. For example, transforming the annual “presents” from a practice of gift
diplomacy to a means to lure Indigenous peoples who were allies to migrate was an
indirect but sometimes effective form of pressure that accompanied dispossession by
other (American) colonizers. In contrast, direct pressure was unmistakable from the
physical presence of Indian Department and government officials bent expressly on
obtaining land surrenders.
Conclusions That Might Be Drawn From This Work
From the foregoing themes and factors, a number of conclusions may be drawn.
For settler Canadians, the term “relocation” may have a comforting ring to it. Relocation
may imply a reassuring fixity, stability, and perhaps even an opportunity for Indigenous
groups to occupy a new (to them) place and make it home. The research suggests that
frequently such stability was not borne out in the experience of Indigenous peoples.
There was no guarantee that Indigenous peoples who “surrendered” land would be
assigned a new place to live. In his Thoughts of the Civilization of the Chippewa and
Mississaga [sic] Tribes of Indians Spread over the Province of Upper Canada, William
Warren Baldwin (1819), a member of the Committee appointed by the Bible Society of
York, no mention was made of creating reserves for Indigenous people, however, mention
made was made of serial, sequential, inevitable displacement that he described as
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“continual removal into the wilderness.”40 This approach, of course, only worked as long
as wilderness remained into which the Indigenous peoples could relocate. Reserves
became necessary (likely as much for settlers as for Indigenous peoples) when the
Indigenous peoples were running out of places to which they could relocate once they
“surrendered” their land. The creation of reserves signalled the growing imbalance
between Indigenous and settler populations and the reduced amount of “unsurrendered”
land in the colony. For much of the time when large amounts of land were being
acquired, creating reserves for Indigenous peoples was not a standard part of the
colonization project. Moreover, only Crown and clergy reserves were officially reserved
when many townships were surveyed.
From 1790 until the late 1840s, destinations were not automatically allocated for
Indigenous peoples following surrenders. Accordingly, relocation was not certain. In
fact, sometimes relocation was not associated with displacement at all. In early days of
British colonization, there seemed to have been a vague expectation that the Indigenous
peoples who were displaced would simply move somewhere further away, somewhere
remote, somewhere non-Indigenous settlers did not yet want to be. This was the case
respecting, for example, the Saugeen Anishinaabeg surrender of 1836 when Sir Francis
Head proposed
that you should surrender to your Great Father the Sauking Territory you at
present occupy, and that you should repair either to this island [Great Manitoulin
Island, the sharing of which had just been agreed to by the Manitoulin
Anishinaabeg] or to that part of your territory which lies on the north of Owen
Sound, upon which proper houses shall be built for you, and proper assistance
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given to enable you to become civilized and to cultivate land, which you Great
Father engages for ever to protect for you from the encroachments of the whites.41

As more settlers arrived, however, more Indigenous peoples were displaced. As more
land was settled, the relocation destination options available to Indigenous peoples
decreased. Since settlement displaced game and reduced access to fishing as well as fish
stocks, Indigenous peoples could not remain where they were, not to mention they were
not welcome to remain. Moreover, over time, as settler population pressure continued,
land that settlers had formerly considered marginal became more appealing and the
Indigenous peoples would be compelled to “surrender” that land as well. Accordingly,
for many Indigenous peoples, relocation was not a singular event. They were displaced
more than once. This situation meant that things got worse, faster. As situations
deteriorated, dependence grew. Impoverishment was built into the political and social
structures and situations into which Indigenous peoples were forced, either by
commission or omission. Displacement without re-emplacement resulted in
homelessness, in forced mobility without an end in sight, not as rightful occupants but
rather as inconvenient impediments to “progress.” Furthermore, the research suggests
that the role of dispossession was to acquire land and to erase the Indigenous peoples
who occupied the land. The role of relocation was to inform a narrative that affirmed
settlers’ and Imperial and colonial governments’ displacement actions, despite not
actually re-emplacing all of the Indigenous peoples who were displaced.
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Clearly, regardless of treaties and promises, as is shown in the binary construction
of the following quotation, the British had no intention to permit the Indigenous peoples
to carry on their traditional economic, political, and social pursuits. In 1857, it was noted
that “230,000 acres have been recently reserved to the Indians for [either] cultivation or
future surrender.”42 Here, the term “reserve” is used as a verb, rather than a noun, which
implies a dynamic, rather than fixed situation. Moreover, there is a clear understanding,
an expectation even, that the reserved land ultimately would be surrendered. What could
be reserved, could be unreserved. The reductions were ongoing. Ontario presents a
microcosm of this situation. By 1923, except for the Ottawa River valley,
First Nations [in Ontario] were left with a land base of 7,100 square kilometres,
representing less than 0.7 percent of the provincial total. Other federally owned
lands, including over 2,000 square kilometres of National Park lands, comprise
only 0.4 percent of Ontario.43
The situation is not limited to Ontario. In 1996, the Royal Commission on Aboriginal
Peoples reported that
Most non-Aboriginal Canadians are probably unaware that even the amount of
land initially set aside as reserves for Indian peoples has been reduced over the
years to the point where just a third of the original remains.44

In 2005, “in Canada, Aboriginal peoples have a land base that is 1 percent of Canada’s
total land mass.”45
These figures indicate how relentless dispossession was. The frequent serial
dispossessions of Anishinaabeg peoples, first from traditional land and later from
reserved land in Upper Canada (and, later, Canada West), point to the fact that
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dispossession was a process rather than an event. A process differs from an event in that
a process involves repetition. The colonial project in Upper Canada relied on this
process. Dispossession was a process of constriction and contraction that frequently led
to “constructive surrender,” that is, the “surrender” of land when there was no other
option for survival. Because settlement not only remade place but also displaced game,
the structuralization of impoverishment served to further dispossess the Anishinaabeg of
land as, when they were out of options and short of food, they “decided” to “voluntarily”
“surrender” more of their land. Such constructive “decisions” led to constructive
surrenders. Colonial authorities were aware of widespread impoverishment of
Indigenous peoples at least by 1844.
As Harris (1992) summarized, the Bagot Commission46
completed an exhaustive, reserve by reserve report on Indian affairs in Canada in
1844. The Commission concluded that provincial governments had failed to
protect the Indians from a massive theft of their lands, producing great poverty on
the reserves.47

Despite this knowledge, successive Imperial and colonial governments did nothing to
remedy the situation or the suffering.
Originality, Contribution, and Significance of This Work
This work presents an argument that dispossession was a process that played out
in different ways in different times and circumstances. This argument is an important one
as it attempts to show how colonialism actually happened “on the ground” and how it
affected real people’s lives. This work increases our understanding of dispossessions and
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disrupts conventional Canadian beliefs in the universality and comforting fixity of
Indigenous peoples’ re-emplacement. Reserve creation was not automatic. Even when
reserves were created and land was reserved for Indigenous people, permanence was not
certain. It was common for groups to be dispossessed again and to have to re-establish
themselves somewhere else, when space was still available to do so. The originality of
the work is that it analyzes the dispossessions of six Anishinaabe groups using empirical
data. The primary contribution of the work is synthesizing the differences and
similarities among these Anishinaabe groups’ dispossession experiences. The
significance of the work is that it advances our knowledge of specific examples of
dispossession and of the relationship between these local instances of dispossession and
broader aspects of colonialism and colonization.
Collectively, these case studies allow greater understanding of the details of
dispossession and the exercise of colonial power than do works of a more general nature.
The case studies disrupt contemporary narratives of convenience and complacency, and
the ideas that colonialism was homogenous and colonization was executed smoothly.
This work moves forward our understanding of colonization by broadening its local
contexts. The findings challenge monolithic models of colonial processes and complicate
ideas about settler colonialism through emphasizing specific circumstances and
Indigenous agency. This work illustrates the complexity of colonialism and connects
colonial theories and colonialism in practice, confirming the value of engaging multiple
colonial and post-colonial theories in order to increase our comprehension of colonial
dispossession and the exercise of colonial power.
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Colonization was frequently inconsistent and occasionally failed to dispossess
Indigenous people. Notwithstanding this, while colonization was not a juggernaut, it did
involve some inevitability. My work demonstrates how, in light of contemporary
observations that we are all “treaty people,” neither the actual treaty-making nor treaty
promises were the significant story in the narrative of dispossession or re-emplacement,
but rather the significant story was whether or not treaty promises were followed,
disregarded, or not made at all. Thus, the aftermath of an actual or imagined treaty best
describes the Indigenous-settler relationship.
This work identified and explored the key themes and factors that contributed to
dispossession, which previously have largely gone unrecognized for these Anishinaabeg
groups. In light of these findings, tracing the traumas inflicted by colonization48 can
begin where it seems clear that it should begin, with place. Since place mattered, loss of
place mattered as well. Being pushed farther and farther to the margins, both socially and
in terms of the marginal quality of the land, mattered. Being landless mattered. Being
treaty-less mattered. Repeatedly having “improvements” taken over and being restricted
from providing for themselves economically – the structuralization of impoverishment –
mattered. Canadian settlement came, and continues to come, at a high price for
Indigenous peoples and for people of mixed heritage (Indigenous-settler). Newcomer
Canadians of whatever duration need to recognize that the phrase “we are all treaty
people”49 (regardless of whether a treaty existed, should have existed, or existed but was
not honoured) means that the Indigenous people extended offers to share their land and
resources with us. As newcomers, we are guests and it is not too late for us to understand
that sharing is reciprocal and to govern ourselves accordingly.
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In addition to “treaty people” generally, this work will be of interest to Indigenous
peoples for whom recognition of the diversity of Indigenous Nations is important to those
Nations' self-determination. This work will also be relevant to scholars who are
interested in how social attitudes and political expediency were manifested in changing
land tenure systems and relentless land acquisitions during the nineteenth century. By
conceptualizing dispossession as an outcome of foundational beliefs working through the
actions of different people at different times in different places, this work affords a
greater understanding of both the dynamism within the study area as well as the
constraints concerning the possible outcomes. Finally, this work will be of interest to
those who may have wondered which Anishinaabe groups moved where, why groups
moved, how groups knew they had to move (or, at least, how they came to know that
could not remain where they were), and how these groups knew where to move (if they
did know). In conclusion, I hope that this study will prompt further work into the
histories and lived experiences of these Anishinaabe groups, all of whom, despite the
extinction narratives, dire predictions, and actual and attempted dispossessions, have
survived.
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Afterword
Despite the attempted and actual dispossessions studied in this research, the
Anishinaabe groups survived. Contrary to the McCormick family’s claims, the Lake Erie
Anishinaabeg were not extinct, although settlement had forced them to disperse in the
area around Pelée Island and Point Pelée. In 2010, their descendants settled a land claim
against the Canadian government,1 the proceeds of which they may use to purchase land.
With the exception of a few limited land grants and renewable funding agreements, such
as for the Potawatomi located at Moose Deer Point,2 no comprehensive attempt has been
made to recognize the invitations extended to the “American” Anishinaabeg who moved
to Upper Canada or to make their allied status tangible, but those people’s descendants
have survived as well. The descendants of the Chippewa of Lake Huron continue to live
on Christian Island in Georgian Bay (Beausoleil First Nation), the descendants of the
Chippewa of Lake Simcoe continue to live on Georgina Island in Lake Simcoe (Georgina
Island First Nation), and the descendants of the Chippewa of Lake Couchiching continue
to live at Rama (Rama First Nation). In 2012, these groups and the Methodist converts
who had moved to Colpoy’s Bay from Coldwater after the Coldwater-Narrows Reserve
was surrendered settled a land claim against the Canadian government.3 Descendants of
the Potaganasee Ojibwa continue to live at M’Chigeeng (formerly known as
Mechecodenong4 and later West Bay5) on the surrendered four-fifths of Great Manitoulin
Island while descendants of the Wikwemikong Anishinaabeg continue to live on the
unceded portion of the Island. Descendants of the Walpole Anishinaabeg continue to live
on their unceded Island.
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